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WI 3 flT^T 1^5 WE ^ W( f f^RTl ^ EF TJSEE H<*HH cf) 75ET 3 W ^TT TEf? 

Separate Paging is given to this Part in order that it may be filed as a separate compilation 


W1 II—75^ 3—( ii ) 

PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii) 

ETTE Hlehll eft 4:11 Hill ( T^B M=IIHil efit ) 1RT 1%tT EXT TEfaftlEi 3BE?T 3ftT 3TfsRT5RTTT 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


'blPT'b, f$l c M'Md rPTT WFPT 

(=t>iR=t> aftr eRtspb R'hmi) 

12 RdHi , 2017 

SFT.3TT. 2167.—TI^hR, TrR’STH' % 31 309 % sHTT RTR STfrPff WtR 

nTT, cRsR R|Rh iNT RiR u l UR 3] 41H) R-4H, 1 965 if UETTSPT E7T% % f%Tr R+hRiR|c| 

R-MH sM R 3TSrfr[:— 


1. (1 ) ¥>T RhR ET Trf§TJT 'TUT -M R|Rh URI ( c uiT'E' 1 HI, R H H u I llc l 3 |h 1 h) <I TTSftSPT 

Rrtt, 2017 |i 

(2) R <NHT R Rf ETftW Rt EfE ffRl 


5492 GI/2017 
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2. %ET1H RRot R"ET (■=! u l, PlBB u l gE 3| 4P'I) PlBR, 1965 4R 31^-41 % HTE 5 R W H. 1 
% ERR Re W R, HE RET (vi) % WET ET PiHplPsIcl TltlHU EHRII, Enter :— 

e>.h. Rb i/he e>t PigPt> sfnPn 3rfsrfrfw R> Pi m, hee B i fR t> i <1 u b $i i Pci PiR 
eRe HTfREnft ee srfyoPn w tot f (Pete 11 R ee « % RhR R) 


HTfRwrt 


etPe 


“(Vi) RIRhI +lPPt-> =blRT=h E&EE 

1WT Tf^nft RTReT WTH 


HfRrRt eRRet wet gwETE, ggrf R (i)R(iv) 
3rflETpEff % Rest R hRe srfRwR 
wiRte-ee-Rie 

gRf RIRb I WTET g'sB MB, fEEHsTTHHEE (j) R- 

% stPt+iPRT % Rest R eRe 3rfsrwrt 
Wtfw-W-EpE 

HpTRt RIRHI WET gEHETH, RPR % (i)R(iv) 

3T%ETfW % REST R eRe srflrwft' 


Rest R gw wr mm 


% HEE R 


R Rest R 


ETHT EE. EtET R 


% HEE R 


WTEH HTReT EE (WER) gWTEE % 
STfsiwPEl' R HEE R eRe sPReeR 

eRReT Egit EfTE WE EtR, RlPl % 


TET HETEtt TEETH WPET, 
HEE R PfRw 













[W. 3 . 11012/01/2016-7«IT.RMII)] 


%=T Rllfl, TPJtF*tRp=t 

fM*ft : % f^TFF 20 *T44T, 1965 stR^HI WTT 7/2/63-FTT. (^) % sHTT ^TTTcT % 

TMTR t WrRRT i%TT tttt % #T cfcT?^ f^l Hsl d SlR^HI WTT3TT % gETTT ?T?frRcr Rtt tttt 

%:— 


1. W. 3TT. 1149, 13 3T^T, 1966; 

2. WT. srr. 1596, Rh i=b 4 ^T, 1966; 

3. wr. srr. 2007, Rni=h 9 ^rrt, 1966; 

4. WT. srr. 2648, Rh i=h 3 RcR<, 1966; 

5. ^T. SIT. 2854, Rd i=b 1 sr^R, 1966; 

6. ^T. 3TT. 1282, f%TR> 15 sr^r, 1967; 

7. WT. 3TT. 1457, RdW 29 3T^r, 1967; 

8. spr. srr. 3253, f^TR> 16 RdRi, 1967; 

9. ^T. 3TT. 3530, f^TPF 7 st^r, 1967; 

10. W. 3TT. 4151, RtNi 25 1967; 

11. W. 3TT. 821, RhR 9 m3, 1968; 

12. ^T. 3TT. 1441, RhR 27 srtR, 1968; 

13. ^T. srr. 1870, Rni+ 1 ^7T, 1968; 

14. RTT. 3TT. 3423, Rnk 28 RcR<, 1968; 

15. ^r. srr. 5008, RtNt 27 R4sR, 1969; 

16. ^T. 3TT. 397, RrRt 7 1970; 

17. W. 3TT. 3521, R^ 25 RcRr, 1971; 

18. =FT. 3TT. 249, RrR 1 444(1, 1972; 

19. ^T. an. 990, RhR 22 stUr, 1972; 

20. ^T. 3TT. 1600, RhR 1 ^rrf, 1972; 

21. ^T. an. 2789, RhR 14 srjir, 1972; 

22. ^T. srr. 929, RrR 31 m3, 1973; 

23. ^T. 3TT. 1648, RrRi 6 , 1974; 

24. ^T. 3TT. 2742, RtNt 31 WTli, 1976; 

25. ^T. SIT. 4664, RtR 11 R«H4<, 1976; 
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26. 

TT. 

3TT. 

3062, f^Ttn 

8 ar^T, 1977; 

27. 

TT. 

3TT. 

3573, f^rirr 

26 'It'sk, 1977; 

28. 

TT. 

3TT. 

3574, f^TTTT 

26 *it«k, 1977; 

29. 

TT. 

3TT. 

3671, f%TTT> 

3f^TTT, 1977; 

30. 

TT. 

3TT. 

2464, f^Ttn 

2l%cRT, 1978; 

31. 

TT. 

3TT. 

2465, frrtn 

2 1%cTTT, 1978; 

32. 

TT. 

3TT. 

920, frTtn 1 

7T^, 1979; 

33. 

TT. 

3TT. 

1769, RniT 

5 ^TTTf, 1980; 

34. 

TT. 

3TT. 

264, frTTT7 24 WTTft, 1981; 

35. 

TT. 

3TT. 

2126, foTTTT 

8 sdtpt, 1981; 

36. 

TT. 

3TT. 

2203, 

22 3DTTT, 1981 

37. 

TT. 

3TT. 

2512, fTTTT7 

3 ap^pr 1981; 

38. 

TT. 

3TT. 

168, f^rtn 23 wrrft, 1982; 

39. 

TT. 

3TT. 

1535, f%TTn 

12 Tff, 1984; 


40.3rf^W7t 11012/15/84-TTT. (Ti), Rni+ 5 ^nf, 1985; 
41.3rfi)^THI 11012/05/85 -ttt. (ti), Rni+ 29 ^nf, 1985; 
42.3 tR|'^HI tt. 11012/06/85-TTT. (tO, Rni + 6 ^dttcT, 1985; 

43. TT. an. 5637, RniT 21 Rh'sK, 1985; 

44. TT. 3TT. 5743, RniT 28 1985; 

45. TT. an. 4089, f^TDF 13 1986; 

46. 7T 11012/24/85- tstt. (Ti), Rh i=h 26 T^TTT, 1986; 

47. TT. an. 830, 28 TTpf, 1987; 

48. TT. an. 831, RniT 28 7TT#, 1987; 

49. TT. 3TT. 1591, Rni+ 27 1987; 

50. TT. an. 1825, Rni + 18 ^TT#, 1987, 

51. TT. 3TT. 3060, f15 sp^TT, 1988; 

52. TT. 3TT. 3061, Rni+ 15 sp^TT, 1988; 

53. TT. 3TT. 2207, f%TTTT 16 RH’=K, 1989; 

54. TT. 3TT. 1084, RniT 28 api^r, 1990; 

55. TT. 3TT. 2208, fTTtn 25 3prpRT, 1990; 

56. TT. an. 1481, f%TTT>13 ^T, 1992; 

57. HT. TT. fr. 289, Rni+ 20 ^T, 1992; 

58. HT. TT. 1%. 589, i=b 26 1992; 

59. HT. TT. fr. 499, f%Ttr> 8 ap^pr, 1994; 







[ W 3(ii) ] 


■TO TDm : few 16, 2017/'»TK 25, 1939 


7121 


60. 

feT. 

^r. 

ft. 

276, ftrNi 10^, 1995; 

61. 

m. 

^T. 

ft. 

17, Rdid> 20 *iddfl, 1996; 

62. 

7TT. 

3TT. 

ft. 

125, ftrNr 16 felt, 1996; 

CO 

CO 

m. 

37T. 

ft. 

417, Rd i =u 5 3pcj>c( t, 1996; 

CD 

m. 

^T. 

ft. 

337, ftTRi 2 ftcRT, 2000; 

65. 

m. 

^T. 

ft. 

420, Rd R 28 3itj>«k, 2000; 

CO 

CO 

feT. 


ft. 

211, ftrNr 14 sr^r, 2001; 

67. 

feT. 

47T. 

ft. 

60, ft7Tf^13 wff, 2002; 

00 

CO 

7TT. 

37T. 

ft. 

2, Rd R 3 'dddO, 2004 

69. 

feT. 

WT. 

ft. 

249 (3T) RtR 2 3T&cT, 2004 

70. 

feT. 

^T. 

ft. 

113, ftrR io srt^r, 2004; 

71. 

feT. 

^T. 

ft. 

225, Rd R 10 ^rrf, 2004; 

72. 

feT. 

^T. 

ft. 

'd- 

o 

o 

CM 

■u 

4 - 

7T 

00 

CM 

Jr 

T 

<&. 

c» 

CM 

73. 

feT. 

^T. 

ft. 

1, Rd i=h 20 R'HsH, 2004; 

74. 

feT. 

^T. 

ft. 

49, R^rR 29 TTpt, 2008; 

75. 

feT. 

^T. 

ft. 

12, Rd i 7 •Lid'O, 2009; 

76. 

^T. 

3TT. 

946, ftrNi 9 3TltT, 2009; 

77. 

^T. 

3TT. 

1762 (3T), ft^16^rTt, 2009; 

78. 

m. 

^T. 

ft. 

55 (3T), ftrR2 2010; 

79. 

m. 

^T. 

ft. 

877 (3T), fRR 5 RRtt, 2011; 

o 

oo 

WiT. 

3TT. 

2079 (3f), RdR 20 spriPcf, 2014; 

81. 

m. 

^T. 

ft. 

769 (3f), Rd R 31 3TTpr 2014; 

82. 

m. 

^7T. 

ft. 

822 (3T), fRR 19 2014 sfR 

83. 

feT. 

^T. 

ft. 

548 (si), RdR 2 tjtt, 2017. 


MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS 
(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 12th September, 2017 

S.O. 2167.—In exercise of the powers conferred by the proviso to article 309 of the Constitution, the 
President hereby makes the following rules further to amend the Central Civil Services (Classification, Control and 
Appeal) Rules, 1965, namely:— 

1. (1) These rules may be called the Central Civil Services (Classification, Control and Appeal) Second 
Amendment Rules, 2017. 

(2) They shall come into force on the day of their publication in the Official Gazette. 

2. In the Schedule to the Central Civil Services (Classification, Control and Appeal) Rules, 1965, in Part V, 
against serial number 1, in Paragraph B, for sub paragraph (vi), the following sub-paragraph shall be substituted, 
namely:— 
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Serial 

No. 

Description of 
Service/ Post 

Appointing 

Authority 


Authority competent to impose penalties and penalties 
which it may impose (with reference to item numbers in 
Rule 11) 





Authority 

Penalties 

0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 


“(vi) Naval 
headquarters 

Chief 

Personnel 

of 

Chief of Personnel 

All 





Flag Officer Commanding-in-Chief in respect 
of officers in Headquarters Western Naval 
command, Mumbai; 

(i) to (iv) 





Flag Officer Commanding-in-Chief in respect 
of officers in Headquarters Eastern Naval 
Command, Visakhapatnam; 

(i) to (iv) 





Flag Officer Commanding-in-Chief in respect 
of the officers in Headquarters Southern Naval 
Command, Kochi; 

(i) to (iv) 





Commander-in-Chief in respect of officers in 
Andaman & Nicobar Command, Port Blair; 

(i) to (iv) 





Commandant in respect of the officers in Indian 
Naval Academy, Ezhimala; 

(i) to (iv) 





Chief Hydrographer in respect of the officers in 
Naval Hydrographic Office, Dehradun; 

(i) to (iv) 





Programme Director in respect of the officers 
in Headquarters, Advanced Tactical Vessel 
Program, New Delhi; 

(i) to (iv) 





Admiral Superintendent in respect of the 
officers in Naval Dockyard, Mumbai; 

(i) to (iv) 





Admiral Superintendent in respect of Naval 
Dockyard, Visakhapatnam; 

(i) to (iv) 





Flag Officer Commanding in respect of officers 
in Goa Area, Goa; 

(i) to (iv) 





Flag Officer in respect of the officers in 
Headquarters Karnataka Naval Area (Karwar); 

(i) to (iv) 





Admiral Superintendent in respect of the 
officers in Naval Ship Repair Yard, Kochi; 

(i) to (iv) 





Director in respect of the Defence Machinery 
Development Establishment, Secunderabad; 

(i) to (iv) 





Project Director in respect of the officers in 
Ship Building Centre, Visakhapatnam; 

(i) to (iv) 





Chief General Managers in respect of the 
officers in Naval Armament Depots. 

(i) to (iv)” 


[F. No. 11012/01/2016-Estt. (A-III)] 
GYANENDRA DEV TRIPATHI, Jt. Secy. 
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Note : The principal rules were published in the Gazette of India vide notification number 7/2/63. Estt.(A), dated the 
20th November, 1965 and subsequently amended vide notification numbers :— 


1. S.O. 1149, dated the 13th April, 1966; 

2. S.O. 1596, dated the 4th June, 1966; 

3. S.O. 2007, dated the 9th July, 1966; 

4. S.O. 2648, dated the 3rd September, 1966; 

5. S.O. 2854, dated the 1st October, 1966; 

6. S.O. 1282, dated the 15th April, 1967; 

7. S.O. 1457, dated the 29th April, 1967; 

8. S.O. 3253, dated the 16th September, 1967; 

9. S.O. 3530, dated the 7th October, 1967; 

10. S.O. 4151, dated the 25th November, 1967; 

11. S.O. 821, dated the 9th March, 1968; 

12. S.O. 1441, dated the 27th April, 1968; 

13. S.O. 1870, dated the 1st June, 1968; 

14. S.O. 3423, dated the 28th September, 1968; 

15. S.O. 5008, dated the 27th December, 1969; 

16. S.O. 397, dated the 7th February, 1970; 

17. S.O. 3521, dated the 25th September, 1971; 

18. S.O. 249, dated the 1st January, 1972; 

19. S.O. 990, dated the 22 nd April, 1972; 

20. S.O. 1600, dated the 1 st July, 1972; 

21. S.O. 2789, dated the 14th October, 1972; 

22. S.O. 929, dated the 31st March, 1973; 

23. S.O. 1648, dated the 6th July, 1974; 

24. S.O. 2742, dated the 31st July, 1976; 

25. S.O. 4664, dated the 11th December, 1976; 

26. S.O. 3062, dated the 8th October, 1977; 

27. S.O. 3573, dated the 26th November, 1977; 

28. S.O. 3574, dated the 26th November, 1977; 

29. S.O. 3671, dated the 3rd December, 1977; 

30. S.O. 2464, dated the 2nd September. 1978; 

31. S.O. 2465, dated the 2nd September, 1978; 

32. S.O. 920, dated the 17th February, 1979; 

33. S.O. 1769, dated the 5th July, 1980; 

34. S O. 264, dated the 24th January, 1981; 

35. S.O. 2126, dated the 8th August, 1981; 

36. S.O. 2203, dated the 22nd August, 1981 

37. S.O. 2512, dated the 3rd October, 1981; 

38. S.O. 168, dated the 23rd January, 1982; 

39. S.O. 1535, dated the 12th May, 1984; 

40. Notification No.ll012/15/84-Estt.(A), dated the 5th July, 1985; 

41. Notification No. 11012/05/85-Estt.(A), dated the 29th July, 1985; 
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42. NotificationNo. 11012/06/85-Estt.(A), dated the 6th August, 1985; 

43. S.O. 5637, dated the 21st December, 1985; 

44. S.O. 5743, dated the 28th December, 1985; 

45. S.O. 4089, dated the 13th December, 1986; 

46. Notification No. 11012/24/85-Estt.f A), dated the 26th November, 1986; 

47. S.O. 830, dated the 28th March, 1987; 

48. S.O. 831, dated the 28th March, 1987; 

49. S.O. 1591, dated the 27th June, 1987; 

50. S.O. 1825, dated the 18th July. 1987; 

51. S.O. 3060, dated the 15th October, 1988; 

52. S.O. 3061, dated the 15th October, 1988; 

53. S.O. 2207, dated the 16th September, 1989; 

54. S.O. 1084, dated the 28th April, 1990; 

55. S.O. 2208, dated the 25th August, 1990; 

56. S.O. 1481, dated the 13th June, 1992; 

57. GS.R 289, dated the 20th June, 1992; 

58. GS.R. 589, dated the 26th December, 1992; 

59. G.S.R. 499, dated the 8th October, 1994; 

60. G.S.R. 276, dated the 10th June, 1995; 

61. G.S.R. 17, dated the 20th January, 1996; 

62. GS.R. 125, dated the 16th March, 1996; 

63. G.S.R. 417, dated the 5th October, 1996; 

64. GS.R. 337, dated the 2nd September, 2000; 

65. G.S.R. 420, dated the 28th October, 2000; 

66 GS.R. 211, dated the 14th April, 2001; 

67. G.S.R. 60, dated the 13th February, 2002; 

68. G.S.R. 2 , dated the 3rd January, 2004; 

69. G.S.R. 249(E) dated 2nd April, 2004 

70. GS.R. 113, dated the 10th April, 2004; 

71. G.S.R. 225, dated the 10th July, 2004; 

72. GS.R. 287, dated the 28th August, 2004; 

73. GS.R. 1, dated the 20th December, 2004; 

74. G.S.R. 49, dated the 29th March, 2008; 

75. GS.R. 12, dated the 7th February, 2009; 

76. S.O. 946, dated the 9th April, 2009; 

77. S.O. 1762(E), dated the 16th July, 2009; 

78. G. S.R. 55(E), dated the 2nd February, 2010; 

79. G.S.R. 877 (E), dated the 5th December, 2011; 

80. S.O. 2079(E), dated the 20th August, 2014; 

81. G.S.R. 769(E), dated the 31 st October, 2014; 

82. G. S. R. 822 (E), dated the 19 th November, 2014 and 

83. G.S.R. 548 (E), dated the 2 nd June, 2017. 
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l u l HpM-M 

d^lRdl T)^ P>tlM P)*tMl) 

TOs PPR), 6 Pldt-sK, 2017 


W.3JT. 2169—VdM HT'bK Wf-TFFT TTf^uft Hplfd 2002 pHTH 31 ft WT- 

WT (^) sETTT TRrT STfrFTf WRT fTT #TTcft TW ’fNTTOTO, 3Il£uu<H, (TOT.%. 88), SUIT 

TTpPT, TTRcT WE, fif>T Trf fwR +HI'J| TTOTTODT, fP>T, ’Hf+l'Pdl ^ fWT fWFT 

URUHlflTi'H arfiHwr, 2002 ft STRT 99 ft TT-oTPT (2) % % f%F 3nfPfN Trrf^prff T^if 

TTp f I 

pET. H. TT^T-11 012/2/2003 -ttft. fif ^ ] 

fTTTTT ITT, 3TOT ?rf%=T 


MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE AND FARMERS WELFARE 
(Department of Agriculture, Cooperation and Farmers Welfare) 

New Delhi, the 6 th September, 2017 

S.O. 2169.—In exercise of the Powers conferred vide sub-rule (a) of rule 31 of the Multi State Co-operative 
Societies Rules, 2002, the Central Government hereby appoints Smt. Upma Srivastava, IAS (SK 88), Additional 
Secretary to the Government of India, Ministry of Agricultures and Farmers Welfare, Department of Agriculture, Co¬ 
operation and Farmers Welfare, as the Appellate Authority for the purpose of Sub-section (2) of Section 99 of the 
MSCS Act, 2002. 

[F. No. L-11012/2/2003-L&M] 
SUSHIL KUMAR JHA, Under Secy. 


Tp^l H ^ M-M 

pf ferot, 12 Pdi-«K, 2017 

^T.3TT. 2170.—VPld +Kd>k, TTPETft tsteT (3TSnf^fKT # f?wft) 3Tp)PdB 

1971 (1971 ^T 40) ft STPT 3 THTfr ?TpTOff ^T WRT fTT #r TTPTcT % <MHd, Will, 

3, (ii), crrffw 29 ^nf, 1995 fJlTT TETuPTcT, THTOT TOPER, #RT RdMd 3Tp|^-ddl 

TOTOTT TOT.3TT. 2067, d I Old 11 *JTOTf, 1995, TOT TORpETcr TRT fTT, ftf ft TOf HI < u il % TORTO (2) P 
•dP'dPld iffy Tip dl TOf TOT H TTR % < I ^1H P d TOf&lTlPd) Hpt> f H H d^'-q 3Tf%)TI'Cl f', TOrE 
TOf^Pd-H % Tuftrpr % PriT TOE5T 3Tp[T10 P^T T<cfi It, Tjft, TOTO TORrft % TORTO (3) ET PRR&! 
TOTTORt ETOTTOf % TRTOf dldd, TOE TOPPdH $|RT TO - STSfP TOETT TOPTOTpTOf TOT TRTO ?lPt>d) 
ET TOTfE 3f[T TOT TOT arPOPcI TcPP ET H Md 3Tpft-3T T pft TOfpElP.d I TOf Ed uftd 41d |3Tf % ^FPcTW 
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TORTOft 



TOl%TOTffTOTO MdTOITO 

TOdTOI'O *- J -\ 1TOT 4> TITO 4 41 d hPtoiPtoI =P 

ttoPP dfi -h i u. 


(2) 

(3) 

1. 

(i) pTORflTO TOTOTTO, PP, frP TOpPPfTO 

PlPPsl Prop TOp| L f>i'w=<H 

sHIddsU dRH 4R TOpFT <=HIM PdH 
pRppgrr PPP(MIiih) % tot toto% 

£TTT TOT TOfeP 4R 4 TOT ffeTT 7]7T 7JJ 

3TpTT^T f%% TO<T TTOR (fPP 3TcPp 
frP toH4P^to RPR % gwRT 
tortoitoh, 4 +dl Phi i^ito^ d-PpR 

fprr- s)<PlM-713333 (TpRT WTO) % 
T W P I) 1 

tttpr^PtoPtt), TOTOdll tmi, ttotot Ptoito- 
713333(TOpRT TOTOTTO) TOT TOTO% TOpfTO 

toPPP i 


(ii) WTTO TOSpTTO, f%[(^fM), 

SddTO TOMTOMS TO MITOc^STO pH), TOTOTTnTTOT, 

pRTT TOpITO- 713333 (toR^TOTORT) 1 


(i) £r=r tototpt (hPtoPtoi, RPtoPt #7 Ptoito), 

c c “\ r\ cm cm "\ m . m . 

toPr Rim <mh 4 Itom toH^Ptoh 
PiPP-sj % rPrt sp % tot tjtP to tot 
TOTO% TOR 4 to| RT Pitt TOX( ttotto | 

WTO TOM TOM* TO MTTO<fe: TOTTOT'R s gTSRT 1 


(ii) 3p =hin?=b TOTOTOTO, ItP TORpPlTT 

PrPP tot topP 5 ^ Pro i 


(i) Pro( hPRhhi, toRtoPi #t Rtoito), 

RpRT «HIM <Mi| 4 RdH RlH'R^'H 
PtPPto % TOFt 5 ^ ^TO % TOT TOTO% TOTO 

tTdTO TOPl TOMATO Hlfe^^Nd^ 1 

TOT TOTO% TOR 4 ^ TOT p|i< TOT( TTOTTO 1 


(ii) P=T TOlPP WTO, pTOTO pTTppgTT 
PrfPP TOT fTpfTT P=T 1 


(i) Pro ww (toPPPht, RPtoPt #t Rtoito), 

toPjto Rim <ih 4 Rd4 -R^i'Pi^'H 
PtPPto % TOrotror ^ro % tot toto% toto tot 
TOTO% 3TR 4 to| TOT Pttt Tpj TTOTTO 1 

SddH TOMTOPSTO MITOcS TOT TO*RI Sp 1 


(ii) Pro toiPto totosjto, PP tPPPitt 
P iPVP totPtot sP i 


(i) Pro totototo (toPPhhi, toPtoPt Pr Ptoito), 

TOfrorro 4 tom <mto 4 fdd4 toth 'Pr^to 
froPPro % %^TOT ^TO % TOT TOTO% TOTO TOT 
TOTO% TOR 4 TOf TOT PM TOTT TTOTTO 1 

5w wflfe^T mttoP tot $ to! h i §P i 


(ii) sP =biny=t> totototo, PP ProPProTO 
PrfPP tot totoRtt Pro i 

6. 

(i) £p totototo (toPPhhi, toRtoPi feR Rtoito), 

toPrt to to m tfto tot Rd4 RrtPRtoto 

PrP^TO % TO 1 Pi d 1 ^TO % TOT TOTO% ^TTT TOT 
TOTf% TOR 4to|toT Pttt TpT TTOTTO 1 

Sd-dH TO 1 H 4)1 r '-s TO 1 H1 to ds TOT TO Myd. TORrTTT 

sRr i 





■ 



H 



■ 
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(ii) $E=r °hinT'+> aRspr, fppf 
Pif^ ^tt -hH y< siniO aEr i 


(i) sEr wsr 


, 'hThbI'ji Rt>w), 
' =ft sEt i 


(ii) sE=r srsri, 

w +n 1 <i $E=r i 

(i) SR TPToPT (tPaTI'JH I, T 


R+m), 

iWrn sr i 


(ii) SR T.ir?T> Mar, fppf 

PiH)^ =bH*EcflR^ i sEr i 


(i) SET WJT 


, 'HThbI'JI 3frr Rt>w), 
'^THcliim SET I 


(ii) SR °hl r*T=h aiWF, fppf 

HTniTTr sE=r i 

(i) sR wsr ( T rft^HT, ’hThbI'ji 3ftr EHm), 


RlfEEs! sfEjT SET | 

(ii) SR =Hin?=H aRSR, fppf EEtEE^R 
PiHEEs: ^TsfEjTSR I 


(i) SR WIT 


I, EfRTPT 3ftr R + IH), 
a 3 \%.tEt%r set i 


(ii) E=T +inr=h IRSR, fppf 
PiH^ 3 \%.tEt%r Er i 


■ 


(i) Er wit 


r, EfErPT Er R+m), 

a TTT EldH/ SET I 


E^PT ElRT TPR H fppf EE'-fE'dH 
PliER % HlH'ii E=T % RT RPT RT 
RH% 3TIT E r| RT f^TTT Tpr PRTR I 


^rf^nr Err trr E fppf =bH<£l<^H 

PtfER E HRRTR Er E RT RH% RPT RT 
RHE 3TlT E p| pr f%TT Tpr TRTR | 


RfEpT tP-M E 'fppf E) ^ E) r '-s H 

PlfH^d % '{.H.-HlPd I ErErT RhE ^RT 
RT RhE #T E R| RR f%TT TpiT TRTR I 


pf^nr RRTR TRR E frpf 


MHHcS % E.EE Hq^l Er % RT RRtE 
RPT RT RHE EE E r| RT f%TT Tpr TRTR I 


RfSePT tj J IM TpjR E 'fppf =tT| P 4)1 rA S H 

Pi HER E EEjT Er E RT THE RPR RT 
RH% 3Et E R| RT pR RR; TRTR | 


rEEr RRTR TPR E frpf #TOklT 
fEfEER % Er E RT THE RPR 

RT THE 3 TIT E p% RT ppr rpT TRTR | 





(i) Er MSR 


% pp % ^T ^J% g[PT TT 
H pr f%TT7pT^arpr I 
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14. 

(i) £r jrsrj OiffeTRHT, fetr R+m), 

sHKR t RdH TIH '-RfH 

% TTRt R % ^1T sJTTf 4T R: 

^ tt Rdt 3ttt per i 

sfedH 'bM'+fe'S'H Ml Bis 4>T SPT 1 


(ii) aR =bink> 

4jt jjutt sR i 

15. 

(i) aR wsrf (hR4Rhi, fefRRr sfrr IRm), 

Gild'S 1U4 P| RdH =tRRRf| 

% jht.R. jttRt % ttt 3 jtj ^rr 

R VT fR Tpj 1 

'blR/fesfi IvjHc-S W>T TRUFfR R 1 


(ii) R' =blfR> RSR, RR <=tR 'll) 
PlftR 4U R 1 

16. 

(i) R msr (RRRmt, RRfw R IRm), 

RR RrRRfTT PlRR TT7T. R. JTTfTT 

Ri 

5JK<R Osr-q Jj Rd4~ =u) Mt) PlR^-S 

% SR % 4T ^JTT 2fT ^R 

R ^ ^TT fR TftT ^ZfUT 1 


(ii) R" +iIR Rsrj, RR RrRRgrr 

PlftR 4JT TT7T. R. JTTS7T R 1 


[ W . fe . 43022 / 4/201 7-tj^tt ttttz 3 Tr # 3 TR ] 


3TTT. BTf. TTTfef, 3RT 


MINISTRY OF COAL 

New Delhi, the 12th September, 2017 

S.O. 2170.—In exercise of the powers conferred by section 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of 
Unauthorized Occupants), Act, 1971 (40 of 1971) and in supersession of the notification of the Government of India in 
the Ministry of Coal number S.O. 2067, dated the 11 th July, 1995, published in the Gazette of India, Part II, Section 3 
sub-section (ii),dated the 29 th July, 1995, the Central Government hereby appoints the officers mentioned in column (2) 
of the Table below, being officers equivalent to the rank of gazetted officers of the Government to be estate Officers for 
the purpose of the said Act, who shall exercise the powers conferred and perform the duties imposed on the estate 
Officers by or under the said Act, within the local limits to their respective jurisdictions in respect of the categories of 
public premises specified in column(3) of the said Table. 

TABLE 


SI. 

No. 

Designation of the officer 

Categories of Public Premises and local 
limits of jurisdiction 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

1. 

(i) Head of Department, Legal, Eastern Coalfields Limited (HQ), 
Eastern Coalfields Limited (ECL), Sanctoria, District Burdwan- 
713333 (West Bengal) or his authorized representative. 

Premises belonging to or taken on lease or 
requisite by or on behalf of the Eastern 
Coalfields Limited(ECL) in the States of 
Jharkhand under West Bengal (including 
the premises of HQ complex of the Eastern 
Coalfields Limited, Sanctoria, District 
Burdwan-713333 (West Bengal). 


(ii) Superintendent of Mines, Land Revenue, ECL (HQ), Eastern 
Coalfields Limited (ECL), Sanctoria, District Burdwan-713333 
(West Bengal). 

2. 

(i) Area Manager (Project, Construction and Development) 
Pandaveswar Area of ECL. 

Premises belonging to or taken on lease on 
behalf of Jhanjra Project of Area of ECL in 
the State of West Bengal. 


(ii) Area Personnel Manager, Pandaveswar Area of ECL. 

3. 

(i) Area Manager (Project, Construction and Development) 
Jhanjra Area of ECL. 

Premises belonging to or taken on lease on 
behalf of Pandaveswar Area of ECL in the 
State of West Bengal. 


(ii) Area Personnel Manager, Jhanjra Area of ECL. 
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4 . 

(i) Area Manager (Project, Construction and Development) 
Kenda Area of ECL. 

Premises belonging to or taken on lease on 
behalf of Bankola Area of ECL in the State 
of West Bengal. 


(ii) Area Personnel Manager, Kenda Area of ECL. 

5. 

(i) Area Manager (Project, Construction and Development) 
Bankola Area of ECL. 

Premises belonging to or taken on lease on 
behalf of Kenda Area of ECL in the State of 
West Bengal. 


(ii) Area Personnel Manager, Bankola Area of ECL. 

6. 

(i) Area Manager (Project, Construction and Development), 
Sonepur Bazari Area of ECL. 

Premises belonging to or taken on lease on 
behalf of Kajora Area of ECL in the State 
of West Bengal. 


(ii) Area Personnel Manager, Sonepur Bazari Area of ECL. 

7. 

(i) Area Manager (Project, Construction and Development) 
Kajora Area of ECL. 

Premises belonging to or taken on lease on 
behalf of Sonepur Bazari Area of ECL in 
the State of West Bengal. 


(ii) Area Personnel Manager, Kajora Area of ECL. 

8. 

(i) Area Manager (Project, Construction and Development), 
Kunustoria Area of ECL. 

Premises belonging to or taken on lease on 
behalf of Satgram Area of ECL in the State 
of West Bengal. 


(ii) Area Personnel Manager, Kunustoria Area of ECL 

9. 

(i) Area Manager (Project, Construction and Development), 
Satgram Area of ECL. 

Premises belonging to or taken on lease on 
behalf of Kunustoria Area of ECL in the 
State of West Bengal. 


(ii) Area Personnel Manager, Satgram Area of ECL. 

10. 

(i) Area Manager (Project, Construction & Development), Sripur 
Area of ECL. 

Premises belonging to or taken on lease on 
behalf of J.K. Ropeways Area of ECL in 
the State of West Bengal. 


(ii) Area Personnel Manager, Sripur Area of ECL. 

11. 

(i) Area Manager (Project, Construction and Development), J.K. 
Ropeways Area of ECL. 

Premises belonging to or taken on lease on 
behalf of Sripur Area of ECL in the State of 
West Bengal. 


(ii) Area Personnel Manager, J.K. Ropeways Area of ECL. 

12. 

(i) Area Manager (Project, Construction and Development), 
Sodepur Area of ECL. 

Premises belonging to or taken on lease on 
behalf of Salanpur Area of ECL in the State 
of West Bengal. 


(ii) Area Personnel Manager, Sodepur Area of ECL. 

13. 

(i) Area Manager (Project, Construction and Development), 
Salanpur Area of ECL. 

Premises belonging to or taken on lease on 
behalf of Mugma Area of ECL in the State 
of Jharkhand. 


(ii) Area Personnel Manager, Salanpur Area of ECL. 

14. 

(i) Area Manager (Project, Construction and Development), 
Mugma Area of ECL. 

Premises belonging to or taken on lease on 
behalf of Sodepur Area of ECL in the State 
of West Bengal. 


(ii) Area Personnel Manager, Mugma Area of ECL.. 

15. 

(i) Area Manager (Project, Construction and Development), 
Rajmahal Area of ECL. 

Premises belonging to or taken on lease on 
behalf of S.P. Mines Area of ECL in the 
State of Jharkhand. 


(ii) Area Personnel Manager, Rajmahal Area of ECL. 

16. 

(i) Area Manager (Project, Construction and Development), 
S.P. Mines Area of ECL. 

Premises belonging to or taken on lease on 
behalf of Rajmahal Area of ECL in the 
State of Jharkhand. 


(ii) Area Personnel Manager, S.P. Mines Area of ECL. 


[ F. No. 43022/4/2017-LA&IR ] 
R.S. SAROJ, Under Secy. 


ftsftfcDPT R|cf>Rl4> ftTJ RdlcHJ 

4ft fftecft, 8 fftTcP4T, 2017 

4>T.3TT. 2171 -ftftftPT WR ft ftftftftDFT 3ft? Tsrfft^T WIWI (ftP) ft 44414 ft) 3Tfft[4>R ft) 3T#4) 
3lfftfft44, 1962 ( 1962 44 50) (fftpft fTlft ?Tlft) M^ld 441 3ftftPm W 44T) 4ft fcTRT 3 4ft 4W4T (l) ft) 
3T?ft4 T5Tn?I 4ft 4ft 4T4T TTWR ft) ftftrfcR4 ttc[ f[TT ft^TcET 4ft 3TpK^cHI ft. 44. 3TT. 967(3l) TTT^TT 24 4lft 2017 
'jfl 4T4T ft) TM44 ft. 866 cTTftsr 28 4lft 2017 4ft 44>lRlcl 4ft 4ft sft , g"RT 4TT 3TfftR344T ft fteF4 TTJTjxft 
ft Tjfft ft ftftTJ RT44 ft 4^4 ftfttfeEPT cpiftRtJH [elfftft-sl 4ft 4ftp4 RibHft ft ft^PJ 44 sifftcT 

ftft)fcET4 fftr 4> 4fft444 ft) felft 4ftfft4 <*>VlN£( TlcET 4Rftl«HI ft) M ftl 4ftp4 ftcT4 4I?WI?4 

41?ft4 [elfftft-sl 3T4 4I?WI?4 fftwft ft) 44144 ft) felft 444PT ft) 3Tfft[447 44 3lft4 ft) 3T4ft 3TI4I4 4ft ftjw 

4ft aft; 

4 R 447 rtjttt 3 tRuixftt 4ft nfcPn 4474 TFT crRter 10 2017 ftr 31 4^ 2017 ft) ftftj 4w$r 474 7ft 4# aft ; 

4R ttspt jrrRpprft ft, 447 3 ftftRm ftj £44 6 4 ft 41444 (1) ft) 3i#t , ft)ftftr trtr 4ft 344ft fftftft ft ftr t ; 




[FFT II-Wg- 3(ii) ] 


FRIT FIT TDFFl : few 16, 2017/FTS; 25, 1939 


7131 


fek fesfel TOR fe, T37F fefefe F7 few Frfe fe FTFTcT, 3fl7 ^ 7FTRTFT FT Fife F7 fe) ^xT> ’jfe WW 
ffesfe fe feP7 SrfefgTcT t, wfe vmfeFl fe 3lfew7 cf5T 3F3fe Wl cPT fcrffe?ER tfeTR t ; 

3RT: 3FT fefefe 717*47, T37F 3lfefe7FT cf?T &TT7T 6 fet T3W7T (l) g"RT 51*7T TTfefel Wt 5lfefe Wl |/, ** few 
wft t ffe ?7T fefe^HI fe TTWT 3)^41 4 Rllfefet* ijfe fe WTcTT^T ffesfe fe wfe* fe fefefqy *4 3T*fe 
f%7TT TJTRTT t ; 

fefe fefefe 717*47 T37F fefefeTFT 1% ETRT 6 ffe WTRT (4) *T7T 51*71 fefefe *4 5FTF1 *17$ |TR, ** fefe^l Mt% 
\3rT> 'Jjffe fe Wife* Till fefefTR ?7T few fe MRH ffe cTT^TTsT fet fefe* 717*47 fe ffef%cT fefe ffe **TT*. Tlfef 
feed**! fe gTF, fetfe* feeFT Wld!?* 5Tlfe* ferffefeg 4 feltcl fe*T I 

3fWft 


RFJJ1: Tffeel 

feral: *7d[*d* 

did*: 


•TFT it IF 

71$ *R*7 


fe*fe*7 

WIT 

*4*1*7 

H*4>~1H (Tsfe 71 19 ) 

204/1 

0 

02 

75 


204/2 

0 

02 

80 


204/3 

0 

04 

27 


204/4 

0 

05 

79 


391/1 

0 

02 

70 


391 / 2 

0 

03 

25 


392/5 

0 

05 

71 

*>fe***S (feg fell) 

214/1 

0 

00 

57 


214/7 

0 

00 

70 

*di|~)7 (feg fe 12 ) 

10/2 

0 

01 


16 

fcRtcTFEgeFT (feg fe 10 ) 

362/3 

0 

00 

88 


361/8 

0 

03 

99 


361/9 

0 

04 

09 


[FIT. fe. SIR—3 1 0 1 5/04/2015—311 31T7-II/371 11] 
*** *7*17, **7 Tlffe* 

O ' 


MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 

New Delhi, the 8th September, 2017 

S.O. 2171. —Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and 
Natural Gas SO No. 967 (E), dated 24/03/2017 published in Govt, of India Gazette No. 866 dated 28/03/2017 issued 
under sub section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in the Land) 
Act, 1962 (Central Act 50 of 1962) (herein after referred to as said Act), the Central Government declared its intention 
to acquire the Right of User in the land specified in the schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of laying 
pipeline for the transportation of Liquefied Petroleum Gas from Kochi Refinery of Bharat Petroleum Corporation 
Limited in the State of Kerala to Salem in the State of Tamilnadu. 

AND, Whereas, the copies of the said Gazette notifications have been made available to the public between 
10/05/2017 to 31/05/2017. 

AND, Whereas, the Competent Authority in pursuance of sub section (1) of section 6 of the said Act has 
submitted his report to the Central Government. 

AND, Whereas, the Central Government, after considering the said report, is satisfied that the Right of User in 
the said land specified in the schedule appended should be acquired. 

Now, therefore in exercise of the powers conferred by sub section (1) of the Section 6 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby declared that the Right of User in the Land specified in the schedule appended to this 
notification are hereby acquired. 
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AND, further, in exercise of powers conferred by sub section (4) of the section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that the Right of User in the said lands shall, instead of vesting in the Central Government 
vest free from all encumbrances in the Kochi - Salem Pipeline Private Limited. 


STATE : KERALA 


SCHEDULE 

DISTRICT: ERNAKULAM 


TALUK : KANAYANNUR 


AREA 

HECTARES 

ARES 

SQ . MTRS 


VILLAGE 


SURVEY NUMBERS 


MANAKUNNAM 

204/1 

0 

02 

75 

(BLOCK. No. 19) 

204/2 

0 

02 

80 


204/3 

0 

04 

27 


204/4 

0 

05 

79 


391/1 

0 

02 

70 


391/2 

0 

03 

25 


392/5 

0 

05 

71 

KUREEKKAD 

214/1 

0 

00 

57 

(BLOCK No. 11) 

214/7 

0 

00 

70 

KANAYANNUR 

10/2 

0 

01 

16 

(BLOCK No. 12) 





THIRUVANKULAM 

362/3 

0 

00 

88 

(BLOCK. No. 10) 

361/8 

0 

03 

99 


361/9 

0 

04 

09 


[F. No. R-31015/04/2015-OR-II/37111] 
PAW AN KUMAR,Under Secy. 

P^ 8 RlcIHC 2017 

TbT.SIT. 2172.—ftpftp WEN ft ftftfftfPP ftp tftftPT (ftft ft 73ppft ft 3TR[7f7R TbT 3T7ftp) 

3lfftfftpp 1962 (1962 TbT 50) (fftft ?pft TOTH 73Tb 3Tfftfftpp w W t) ftt erm 3 7ft) 73PPT4T (l) ft 3Tftp 

TPTft tR) P^ PRTT TTWTT ft sfft PT7fft[7b ftp HoHd-t) cf?I 3TftK^HI wp TbT.STT. 3174 cTpfl^sT 9 R'HH'i 

2014, 7ft ttTRcT ft iMW eftfe 13 fftTPPT 2014, ft ycblRlel 4^ sft gTTT 7541 srfftqTRT ft fteFP STJTjft 3 
Rfftfftte ■j-jRt ft tstr pftp ttttp ft fftrcTT ■ftRiii ft pppt - fttfft^Tft - tcTTerqr tee ftftfftrpp yRci^d ft Rrp ?1 %pp 
STTP cT ftfpftprp Rlfftftd HITT MT^M eTlftp ft PPMP ft ftp? v3Mi|Vl ft 3TRr7bT4 ft 3T73fp ft 3TPft STRIP 7ft 

ftRFTT tR) aft : 

3fR 73Tb 3lftK^HI Tfft TlfcUTT TTFTcTT ftt TTTftPT 11 P^ 2015 ebb 73W$I TfRT 7f) aft ; 

sfft 4T5TP PTftrbfft ft 73Tb 3lfftfftpp Tfft fcTTTT 6 Tfft 73PfcTT4T (l) 7ft 3Ttftp ft-R|i| TRTbR Tfft Rpft ft ftt t ; 

sfR Tft^ftrp TRTbR ft, PTb Rpft P4 ftpR Tbrft 7ft ptMld sfft P? 4TPRTFT FT TPlft 734 ftR 73Tb Tjfft yi^dl^d fftpft 
7 ft ftp? 3Tftfftp t, 734lft PPP)P 7ft SlfftTbR TbT STtRp Tbrft TbT fftftRPP fftpT t ; 

3TTT: 3TP, Tft^ftfp TTWR 73Tb srfftfftpp Tfft sppiT 6 Tfft 73PtTT4T (l) £T4T PPTT PTftbftf TbT PPTP Tbpft ft? ^ pppp 
Tbpft t fft SlftpqpPT ft fteFP STpTjft ft fftftrfftp iffft ft fftpft 7ft ftp? 73PPTP 7ft STftftbR TbT STTftp 

fftPT 75TPT ; 

sfft ftftft PPbR 73Tb srfftfftpp Tfft ETT4T 6 Tfft 73PtTPTT ( 4 ) gTP PPTT PfftbPf TbT PPtP Tfrftl ft?, pp fftftp ftft t fft 
73Tb ’{(ft ft 73PPTP TbT 3Tftf7bT4 ftp ftw 7ft prbRTP Tfft TTlfttST ft ftftft PPbR ft ftfftcT ftft 7ft pTpp?, epRf 
ffteftpftf ft fTb ftpR ?f%PP STTPeT Tbfftftpp fftfftftg ft fftftcT ftpff | 

ftftfeTPP ftk Tftftrp PT^TeTT^P srfftfftpp, 1962 Tftl PRT 10 7ft 3TfttP fftrftT ftT aTfcPjfcl 7ft fftpr STTPeT cblft^H 

fftfftftg TjofeRTT 73TT4pftfr ftrft afR PT^PeTT^P ft TEpftfefTT fftlftt ftT PTPft WZ ft-sflP TTTTbTT ft Tfft^ PTP PT7TT 

pt Tbbjft TbTftcnft p^i ft prftftn 
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fvSTeTT : ^erf^TT 

TOW : TOR TJEfel 


*ll'vj|| /TIFT 

TOf / soTTW / 

TOT-^ftW-’TT.. 

ShlWcT 

\ \ 

3TT^ 

C f\ 

W. (^efTe W.) 


WT FTCR 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


282 


00 

08 

82 

WW : Weft 

281 


00 

02 

03 


283 


00 

00 

21 


280 


00 

10 

26 


267 


00 

00 

40 


257 


00 

04 

80 


258 


00 

04 

92 


256 


00 

14 

76 


262 


00 

06 

66 


241 


00 

02 

90 


240 


00 

11 

70 


229 


00 

01 

26 


239 


00 

00 

85 


230 


00 

08 

28 


231 


00 

06 

30 


224 


00 

00 

16 


232 


00 

01 

62 


222 


00 

10 

80 


308 


00 

01 

44 


221 


00 

01 

98 


1100 


00 

00 

43 

cl *~H 1 : 'TO'ft 

157 


00 

00 

36 

sfefen 

cWI : wfew<T 

304 


00 

00 

36 

fefeteft 

cHI : Weft 

69 


00 

10 

21 


139 


00 

07 

56 


[WT. fe. 3TT7-25011 /23/2013-3lt3TK-I] 
WT WTO, 3TO wffeET 

O 
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New Delhi, the 8th September, 2017 

S.O. 2172. —Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and 
Natural Gas S.O. No. 3174 dated the 9 th December, 2014, issued under sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum 
and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (hereinafter referred to as the 
said Act), published in the Gazette of India dated the 13 th December, 2014 the Central Government declared its 
intention to acquire the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to that notification for the purpose 
of laying 'Patna - Motihari - Baitalpur Pipeline Project’ for the transportation of Petroleum Products in Deoria District 
in the state of Uttar Pradesh by Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public up to 11 th May 2015. 

And whereas the competent authority has under sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act submitted report to the 
Central Government; 

And whereas the Central Government, after considering the said report and on being satisfied that the said land is 
required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire right of user therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to this notification is 
hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central Government 
hereby directs that the right of user in the said land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central 
Government, vest on the date of publication of the declaration, in Indian Oil Corporation Limited, free from all 
encumbrances. 

Indian Oil Corporation Limited shall be exclusively liable for any compensation in terms of Section 10 of the P & MP 
Act, 1962 and no suit, claim or legal proceeding would lie against the Central Government on any matter relating to the 
pipeline. 


SCHEDULE 


Tehsil: Salempur 

District: 

Deoria 

State : Uttar Pradesh 

Mouja / Village 

Survey/Block 

No. 

Sub-Div-No. 

Area 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq.mtr. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

TENUA 

282 


00 

08 

82 

Tappa : Ghati 

281 


00 

02 

03 


283 


00 

00 

21 


280 


00 

10 

26 


267 


00 

00 

40 


257 


00 

04 

80 


258 


00 

04 

92 


256 


00 

14 

76 


262 


00 

06 

66 


241 


00 

02 

90 


240 


00 

11 

70 


229 


00 

01 

26 


239 


00 

00 

85 


230 


00 

08 

28 


231 


00 

06 

30 


224 


00 

00 

16 
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232 


00 

01 

62 


222 


00 

10 

80 


308 


00 

01 

44 


221 


00 

01 

98 

SAVREJI 

1100 


00 

00 

43 

Tappa : Bhatni 

157 


00 

00 

36 

AGHAILA 

304 


00 

00 

36 

Tappa : Sathiyav 






MISHROULI BAID 

69 


00 

10 

21 

Tappa : Ghati 






PIPARA DEVRAJ 

139 


00 

07 

56 

Tappa : Barsipar 







[F. No. R-25011/23/2013-OR-I] 
PA WAN KUMAR, Under Secy. 


ffeefeff 11 Rld^T, 2017 

TFT.3TT. 2173-fefefer TTdFN fef dfcpRd fe d? 3TRRT[7F yfeRT fecTT t 1% MKIcflM (dfelTTl) 
fe TRFJR (WfNFT?) tjcf fefef (^IW^) dTF feferffeRR 'ddllfef fe lRcl6d fe ffefe fefeiH 3TRTeT 
felfe^H feiffecfe RTT " 9 K14) M—MR d ^-TRFJR-dfef m^Mdl^H" ffedfe RTfPft dTffefe 

3Ffe fefeld TOR fer dTRT WTeTT^T ffedTfe fe yfedd fe ffefe d? 3TEFRTTF dfed FfcTT t 

1% fefef ^Rr, ffedfe fetfe mi^mchi^h fir mi dfe tft truet t 3ffe wr w® fe ^ 1 ^ 

31^4) if Tiffed t, if WTfd fe 3TffeTFR TFT 3Tfed ffedT dfe; 

3TcT: 3RT, fefefeT Rd^cbK, fefefeRET 3Ffe Tiffed L||$L|dlsH (feffe fe vRifel fe 3TffeTFR TFT 
3Tfed) 3Tffefe7RT, 1962 (1962 TFT 50) Tffe T-TTRT 3 Tffe WRT (l) dRT ddU dOdfef TFT dfed TFlfe p, 
ddfe RRTRT fe 3TffeTFTT TFT 3Rfer TFlfe fe 3dfe 3TT5RT fet few TFTcff t; 

fefe TJrffecT, dt vTTTcT 31^4) if Tfffeu feffe fe ffecRFsl t, dd UTfedl fe pfel RH c|fe| t-TRcT fe TldMd 
if dd TRFTffeu ^T 3TfeK^HI fef fefefe dR-TRd dddT fef dRFR-T TFTT fef dlfef t, ^Tjfetd ffed fe 
fefcR, feffe fe feffe m^Mdl^d ffe?fe dlfe fe feRJ, ddif RRTRt fe 3TREFR TFT 3Rfed TFfef fe fefe-T fe 
fef fed cRf, TTSET dffeFTfe, fefedT 3TRTeT feffefedR ferffefel, M R141R-dd d^T—RRTRR—fefef 
MT^Mdl^H iRfeddl, TTTfeg Wife, fe-TdEF, wfecT URR, fef.fef. TFRRdg, RTfe-834001 (W!5) fer 
ferffecT dE fe 3nfeE fed dfedT I 




3idd - silfel 


TRd - 

feRT TFT dET 

did fe. 







tur 

Cffe feed 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

fedcFI - 83 

1258 

00 

01 

90 


1265 

00 

00 

85 
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337 

00 

04 

04 


987 

00 

01 

40 


2184 

00 

08 

17 


2177 

00 

05 

18 


2182 

00 

00 

12 


2183 

00 

01 

76 


899 

00 

00 

79 


381 

00 

00 

10 


1765 

00 

39 

82 

slWldl - 85 

580 

00 

00 

45 

1606 

00 

15 

85 

1705 

00 

01 

56 

1565 

00 

06 

07 

1563 

00 

05 

48 


[T7T. TT. 3TR—25011 /15/2017—3Tt3TR—I] 
WT TfHTN, 3TcR Tlf^cr 

O 

New Delhi, the 11th September, 2017 

S.O. 2173. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the Public interest that for 
the transportation of petroleum products from Paradip (Orissa) to Raipur (Chhattisgarh) & Ranchi (Jharkhand), a 
"Paradip-Sambalpur-Raipur-Ranchi Pipeline” Should be laid by Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary 
to acquire the right of user in the land described in the schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and 
minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in-Land) Act, 1962(50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within twenty-one days from the date on 
which the copies of this notification, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the General Public, 
Object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri Prem 
Chandra Verma, Competent Authority, Indian Oil Corporation Limited, Paradip-Sambalpur-Raipur-Ranchi Pipe Line 
Project, Ground floor, B-Block, Shahdeo Tower, P.P. Compound, Ranchi - 834001 (Jhar Khand). 

SCHEDULE 


Anchal: BANO 

District: SIMDEGA 

State : JHARKHAND 

Name of the Village 

Plot No. 

Area 



Hectare 

Are 

Sq.mtr. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Ketka - 83 

1258 

00 

01 

90 


1265 

00 

00 

85 


337 

00 

04 

04 


987 

00 

01 

40 


2184 

00 

08 

17 
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2177 

00 

05 

18 


2182 

00 

00 

12 


2183 

00 

01 

76 


899 

00 

00 

79 

Chhotketunga - 89 

381 

00 

00 

10 

Konsode - 88 

1765 

00 

39 

82 

Boroseta - 85 

580 

00 

00 

45 


1606 

00 

15 

85 


1705 

00 

01 

56 


1565 

00 

06 

07 


1563 

00 

05 

48 


[F. No. R- 25011/15 /2017-OR-1] 
PA WAN KUMAR, Under Secy. 

f^eeft, 11 RldR'l, 2017 


7FT.3TT. 2174-WUR 7F[ dWRd 3 TO 3TT71TO7F y#cT RlcTT t 1% MKIcflM (&£U Hi) 
^ TOF]R (W-dl'HOci) FTcf Rft (^iw^) cTO tf^tf^RR \3dTOl t£ iRcIgd t£ feR* ffeTO 3TTTOT 
<fM^H ferf^^g R7T "MKIcTITOTTR ei^-TORR-TOff vJFpfT 

3fR 4^d TOR TFT TOT WI^l fsTW^T ^ ydluH t£ feR) TO 3TTTOTO RffcT FfUT t 
1% ^Rr, f^TTO^ ^ WTelT^T TOT TO TOURT t 3TK R[ 3TRK£HI ^ TOMcd 

3R^ A cfRtcT t, R TOTRT t£ 3TRRFR TFT TOjfa f^WTT RR; 

3RT: 3RT, Tf^RT RdNchK, tp^feRRT 3lfc 7gf^[R MI^Mcdl^H 3 WtPT TyT 3TRRFN TFT 

3R5Rt) 3tR[RrR, 1962 (1962 TFT 50) ^ ETRT 3 ^n\ TO-TRT (l) RRT TOtT frfTRRTT TFT TOR TORI |TR, 
TORT 7TOTRT t£ 3TRRFRT TFT 3rRt TORT c£ 3TO[ 3TTTOT Tf?t RTTOTT TOTcft t; 

tft^ Tirf^cr, rt tor 3i R/qRr R ttRRt R t, to uRRi ^ fawr tott t£ « 

3 TOTT yTFTRTU 3TRRJ7RT Tfft yfcRTT TOTORT RTOT tR TOTO-T TOTT tR TOR?t t, f^T TyT 

RlTO t£ RtR WTO^t flTOR RFT t£ feTR TOFT TOTRT t£ 3TRRFN TFT 3rRt TORT Cf> TOT R 
m tr cRf, RSRT yTRrTFTfr, ^feTO 3TTTOT TOyRTO ferf^^g, MKIcTly-RRel^-TOF^-TOft 
WTO^T qRdMdl, 7TTTO Wr, tR-TORF, W^T TOR, Tfrift. TOTORg, rMY— 834001 (gTRTOg) TFT 
lelRsId RR 3 3TTTO #R TO^OT I 




■ w \ 

r\ rs \ 




31 del — TOTRR 

I'd ell — ITOTOI 

<l'd — 

SIK'isl u 'g 

TOT TFT TOT 








TRR 

TFf 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

TOINI^ - 17 

2075 

00 

01 

05 


2188 

00 

03 

56 

TO)'IT - 16 

954 

00 

05 

18 


2508 

00 

04 

18 


[RT. R. 3TR—25011/15/ 2017—3Tt3TR—I] 


WT TOTR, 3FR rRrT 

o ' 





























7138 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : SEPTEMBER 16, 2017/BHADRA 25, 1939 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 11th September, 2017 

S.O. 2174. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the Public interest that for 
the transportation of petroleum products from Paradip (Orissa) to Raipur (Chhattisgarh) & Ranchi (Jharkhand), a 
"Paradip-Sambalpur-Raipur-Ranchi Pipeline” Should be laid by Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary 
to acquire the right of user in the land described in the schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and 
minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in-Land) Act, 1962(50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within twenty-one days from the date on 
which the copies of this notification, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the General Public, 
Object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri Prem 
Chandra Verma, Competent Authority, Indian Oil Corporation Limited, Paradip-Sambalpur-Raipur-Ranchi Pipe Line 
Project, Ground floor, B-Block, Shahdeo Tower, P.P. Compound, Ranchi - 834001 (Jhar Khand). 


SCHEDULE 


Anchal : BANSJOR 

District: SIMDEGA 


State : JHARKHAND 

Name of the Village 

Plot No. 

Area 



Hectare 

Are 

Sq.mtr. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Dongapani - 17 

2075 

00 

01 

05 


2188 

00 

03 

56 

Bongera - 16 

954 

00 

05 

18 


2508 

00 

04 

18 


[F. No. R-25011/15/2017-OR-1] 
PA WAN KUMAR, Under Secy. 


hR fRecR, 11 RlcfN'i, 2017 

77T.3TL 2175TR77T7 tR dWRd R ^ aTTcRTRE TcRd iRcTT t 1% MINIUM (xD?)'H'l) 
TT 7T777 (DxfkHJIqO 7Rfr (^I'blskl) d77 RRlfeRUT vddJI'Rf MRcIdd fRR $RlAH 3jRjef 
cblRRsH lelRlRsi £[TTT TFsfeTJ?—Tuff M1^M'HI^H" RudR vSTpft ^7%^; 

afr? trttn tR wwi RuRr ^ ttRth $ RrR ^ 377^775 tRRt Ftm t 

fcfj R# TjfR, RkH 7> RtR WTeTT^T RwR 7[jR 77 777TT7 t 3T[7 tR ^73 3tR[7J77T 7T 

31^^41 R tRRt t, R wfm ^ 77 ay^Ry Rttj amj; 

3TcT: 3T7, tRRRt RTNcDK, 4^tfeRR afR TlRlTT (JjfR R wtPT ^ 3fRy777 77 

ajafn) arfRRm, 1962 (1962 77 50) tR 7T7T 3 tR 73W17T (l) £T7T 77 tT dOddl tut TRTRT 77tR p, 

^tR ^jttRt ayRy777 77 aiaRy ttRt tR arcR ary?ui cf?r Rrw Wft t; 

tRR ^rfRvr, «fr WH 3T3^f4 R tRRt tjRt R fR777s[ t, teRti Rj IRttttR httct tR tmtti 
R 7$7T ycbiRid ^73 arfR^ddl tR yRurf 731717*7 TRUT tR TPTeRT 7771 tR rttR t, ?77R7J fRn tR 
RR 37 , ^Rr tR RtR WTen^r flOT? tttR tR Rr, 733 R rttRt cR 3yfR777 77 aiaRy titR tR tRRt R 

Rt Re 77" tR[, 73537 ETTfRlTTR, 37737 7 MR 7 R felRR^, 7 K14l7-73*7 d 47-7T777-734r 

MRMdRd mRRMHI, TTETg 77717, fr-^efFb, wR7 UT77, *R.*R. cb«p|d^, Tuff—834001 (sH 17774) tR 
feiRsid ttj R anRm Ray teRtj l 
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■ \ 




3D! el — vrfePsRT 

H r ■ is 

'tlvrq — $1KMSPJ-S 

fefcT cfTT RR 


wm 







Wf Hlcy 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

HfcTRRT — 77 

3850 

00 

02 

69 

3851 

00 

03 

92 

3849 

00 

00 

40 

4362 

00 

03 

84 

3845 

00 

03 

00 

2203 

00 

01 

55 

4365 

00 

05 

93 

4368 

00 

03 

43 

d|jfl31l - 63 

570 

00 

02 

87 


573 

00 

04 

01 

eR'sS'H 1 - 37 

108 

00 

00 

10 

109 

00 

01 

22 


[RT. TT. 3TR—25011/15/ 2017—3Tf3TR—I] 
WT cfRR 3RT ^cT 

New Delhi, the 11th September, 2017 

S.O. 2175. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the Public interest that for 
the transportation of petroleum products from Paradip (Orissa) to Raipur (Chhattisgarh) & Ranchi (Jharkhand), a 
"Paradip-Sambalpur-Raipur-Ranchi Pipeline” Should be laid by Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary 
to acquire the right of user in the land described in the schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and 
minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in-Land) Act, 1962(50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within twenty-one days from the date on 
which the copies of this notification, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the General Public, 
Object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri Prem 
Chandra Verma, Competent Authority, Indian Oil Corporation Limited, Paradip-Sambalpur-Raipur-Ranchi Pipe Line 
Project, Ground floor, B-Block, Shahdeo Tower, P.P. Compound, Ranchi - 834001 (Jhar Khand). 

SCHEDULE 


Anchal: JALDEGA District: SIMDEGA State : JHARKHAND 

Name of the Village 

Plot No. 

Area 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq.mtr. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Patiamba - 77 

3850 

00 

02 

69 

3851 

00 

03 

92 

3849 

00 

00 

40 

4362 

00 

03 

84 

3845 

00 

03 

00 

2203 

00 

01 

55 

4365 

00 

05 

93 
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Tangia - 63 


Lamdega - 37 



[F. No. R-25011/15/2017-OR-1] 
PA WAN KUMAR, Under Secy. 


fcufr, 13 


^>T.3IT. 2176.—'dl4«lPl<t> tRuN (SRftlfTT 4?1 tgTsIcft) 3TRrRm 1971 (1971 <PT 40) 4?1 HK1 3 

g"RT RTfS[f>?T idRkliri <PT RUPT ciaiT H^lcR TrR7T TTWR ^ f^UPP 28 3EERT, 2014 4?1 3TRUUFTT TT. 
25015/1/2007—3lteTR—1 TT RfcRSIFET RUT tTRcT TTUPR #4 M TTURI 4? (cplUPT 2) 3 sriWlRiit gTT 
BR?T 7TUPR -% UMrRrT STRriIM TPPPST #4 UIcl 'H H 141 3 tRppR 1 RppfcT RTcfl t I ^ 3 tRrpR 1 RRT 
srfSrRm 3 TFTcd 3 tRrpR1 -% fePT RrafRcT TTf^rUff TT TufpT vjcfrl TTR^fl 4HeFT 3 3 gRfcI TTpRRpF mRr'I' 
fcT? TftRfTT RTpfPT TRlfepR 3T?pf?T 3 Tt 4 wfalUFT feUT I 

W7 ffHT/TIUTFR 3ffsr=H 10 TT T? HI'Rl'R'+i H Rh R TT %RrT cfSTT 

H. m HUT TRTRRt ^ ShT 41 h | u 

-| Rr^r-fj RT H^PRSDF (WRUT =T +"4 I ij I) / WT ^^tlRcl RET R^4t, cRT SccK 

WM8R1 (RUR WTSFt), iftiRT STRUT ^ 31 ^ <sMI 

+TmP^R RrWfe, RTTT ■TdP^-T'H, 37tT- R^m TTRit-'’U) % 


ucts^rut iir-m i, mm fR\ Rf sirRcr rrct iRgn strut 

110003 RrRnfe % trtrtRht 


TRSDF (WFR ^ T7RFT) / RT 3T?W J1 R ^ 3 ^ _ H’STT STRTRT 

. .p, . iQ <Id STRUT uMR?R RdlRRs! 

PTT (UUR WTSFT). RtRT STRUT * ^ ^ . 

_ _ . % TT9TRTRU fTW TR 



^TT HUT 
RrUft 





I 


781020 


"SR> (TT^TFR R RRTR) / RT 

(ttfr tuttsut), SIRUT 

R^l< <1^ % sjcK rl^TT 

3TRUT +ThR. 9R 
..r> . .: ., 


wawt 


nr, ^€mT K 1 

T, f^rc- 8611164 


RT TTfTSRHRT (TPTFR R R7RTR) / RT ^R^TcT URR % SRU cTR 

_ • , . ._ , 3TTWFT iftruT STRUT TTTR^R 

HRTSRSRT (HURT RTTRT), ^ ^_c^_ 

RT 


391320 












[ W 3(ii)] 



SR (WFR ^ ^fRTFT) / T Tra 7 T «HIM 7 T^T % 3RT cTR 

• p, . 3TTWTFT iQ^r] 3TRTFT ^Rlf^R 
^TFR mum), ^R 3TPRT ~ _. 


=miM- 721606 

RT 4^ISM«R (WTRT ^ MFT) / RT " T ^ TT "^"ll f%WT 

^ snfsRTTrr ^lusi vfR ^ 
RRRSR (TTR^T RTPcR). iU*\H 3RRT . ' . 

; ^ ^ ^ RcR SR?T W % 3RT cfZTT 

=mT^R 3TFTTFT tf^RT 3RRT wfP:?R 






RJ7T - 281005 


(RcTT 3RT ) 


RT H^ISHSR (RTTRT =r RRFT) / RT 


RRR?R (RR=T RTTSR), 


3TPRT 


3TTWR 


7JR % 3RT cfSTT 
ift^R 3RR RRftsR 


HIHIHcI K'+il^H'U, ^RRPR-132140 

RI TT^TTRSR (RTTRT ^ WFT) / RT ^ 7TR % 3RT cTR 3TTWRT 

. -r-s * tf^R 3RRT RPTfeR PtWi-s!. 
RRRSR (RRT RTTSR). ^R 3RRT R ^ ’ 

_ 3f?R 3TFRT R4 mH % 


ftrRtf 

(RR) 


- 786171 


RT RfTWSR (WTRT =T RRFT) / RT -TM % 3TR cTR 

.—^ wsrD.iiBi— ^ ' Wftw 


, RRR- 754141 

SR (WFR ^ +^i||U|) / -^T ^ 7FR % 3RT cTR 

. .ps * tf^RT 3RRT RRftRT 
RRT RTTcR), iliW 3RRT 7_ ^ ■ 


RRTOR 


SRRT 783383 



[W. t. 3TR-25015/1/2007-#3TR-l] 


RW, 3RT?rf%^ 
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New Delhi, the 13th September, 2017 

S.O. 2176. —In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised 
Occupants), Act, 1971 (40 of 1971) and in supersession of the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry 
of Petroleum & Natural Gas No. R-25015/1/2007/OR.I dated Twenty Fifth May, 2017, the Central Government hereby 
appoints the officers mentioned in column (2) of the table below, being officer of equivalent rank of Gazetted Officers 
of the Government, to be Estate Officers for the purpose of the said Act, who shall exercise the powers conferred and 
perform the duties imposed on Estate Officers by or under the said Act within the local limits of their respective 
jurisdiction in respect of the public premises specified in the corresponding entry in column (3) of the said table . 


TABLE 


SI. 

No. 

Name of 
the 

Unit/Office 

Designation of the Officer 

Categories of public premises and local 
limits of jurisdiction 

1 . 

New Delhi 

Dy. General Manager (Administration & 
Welfare) / Dy. General Manager (Human 
Resource), Indian Oil Corporation Ltd., 
Refineries HQ, Core-2, Scope Complex, 7, 
Institutional Area, Lodi Road, 

New Delhi-110003 

Public premises under the administrative 
control of Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. 
within the Union Territory of Delhi and 
New Okhla Industrial Development 
Authority (NOIDA) of the State of Uttar 
Pradesh. 

2. 

Guwahati 

Refinery 

Dy. General Manager (Administration & 
Welfare) / Dy. General Manager (Human 
Resource), Indian Oil Corporation Ltd., 
Guwahati Refinery, P.O. Noonmati, 
Guwahati - 781 020 

Public premises under the administrative 
control of Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. within 
the State of Assam. 

3. 

Barauni 

Refinery 

Dy. General Manager (Administration & 
Welfare) / Dy. General Manager (Human 
Resource), Indian Oil Corporation Ltd., 
Barauni Refinery, P.O. Barauni Refinery, 
Distt. Begusarai, Bihar - 861114. 

Public premises under the administrative 
control of Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. within 
the State of Bihar. 

4. 

Gujarat 

Refinery 

Dy. General Manager (Administration & 
Welfare) / Dy. General Manager (Human 
Resource), Indian Oil Corporation Ltd., 
Gujarat Refinery, P.O. Jawahar Nagar, Distt. 
Vadodara, Gujarat - 391320 

Public premises under the administrative 
control of Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. within 
the State of Gujarat. 

5. 

Haldia 

Refinery 

Dy. General Manager (Administration & 
Welfare) / Dy. General Manager (Human 
Resource), Indian Oil Corporation Ltd., 
Haldia Refinery, Distt. Midnapur, West 
Bengal - 721 606 

Public premises under the administrative 
control of Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. within 
the State of West Bengal. 

6. 

Mathura 

Refinery 

Dy. General Manager (Administration & 
Welfare) / Dy. General Manager (Human 
Resource), Indian Oil Corporation Ltd., 
Mathura Refinery, P.O. Mathura Refinery, 
Mathura, Uttar Pradesh - 281005 

Public premises under the administrative 
control of Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. within 
the State of Uttar Pradesh except for the 
New Okhla Industrial Development 
Authority (NOIDA) area. 

7. 

Panipat 

Refinery 

Dy. General Manager (Administration & 
Welfare) / Dy. General Manager (Human 
Resource), Indian Oil Corporation Ltd., 
Panipat Refinery, P.O. Panipat Refinery, 
Panipat, Haryana - 132 140. 

Public premises under the administrative 
control of Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. within 
the State of Haryana. 

8. 

Assam Oil 
Division 

Dy. General Manager (Administration & 
Welfare) / Dy. General Manager (Human 
Resource), Indian Oil Corporation Ltd., 
Assam Oil Division, Digboi Refinery, Digboi 
-786171 

Public premises under the administrative 
control of Assam Oil Division of Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited within the State of 
Assam. 

9. 

Paradip 

Refinery 

Dy. General Manager (Administration & 
Welfare) / Dy. General Manager (Human 
Resource), Indian Oil Corporation Ltd., 

Public premises under the administrative 
control of Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. 
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Project 

Paradip Refinery, P.O.: Jhimani, Via-Kujang, 
Distt. Jagatsinghpur, Odisha - 754 141. 

within the State of Odisha. 

10. 

Bongaigaon 

Refinery 

Dy. General Manager (Administration & 
Welfare) / Dy. General Manager (Human 
Resource), Indian Oil Corporation Ltd., 
Bongaigaon Refinery, PO:Dhaligaon, Distt 
Bongaigaon 783385 (Assam) 

India 

Public premises under the administrative 
control of Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. within 
the State of Assam. 


[F. No. R-25015/1/2007-OR.L] 
PA WAN KUMAR, Under Secy. 


TTcf O'TTK 

TO§ f^ft, 6 2017 

^T. 3TT- 2177 . —f%TOTT arf&lPMH, 1947 (1947 TOT 14) # STITT 17 % 3^4 <<4 # 

4<4>k FTrof #tjt [phtoh % Ttsmro % 4r ttto to44>i<I % #r 

ar^tsr # affertPiTO fro=rr? if %^fer trw sfi ti iRi + arfirroTTO ttr w tTOFjT % to 

(wf WT 07/2008, 34/2008, 46/2007, 163/2007, 161/2007, 73/2007, 110/2007, 72/2007, 
75/2007, 120/2007) TOT TOTOTRTcT TOTcff f, TOT wfpT TOW t?T 06/09/2017 TOT W f : 3R TO I 

[TO TT7T-29012/80/2007-3Trf3TR(T74T), 
TO T/TO-29012/34/2008- iTO#3TTT(TOfT), 
TO TOT-29012/58/2006- 3Trf3TR(TTR), 
TO tot -29012/54/2007- anfaiR(T^T), 
TO tot- 29012/52/2007- TTTffeTTfTOTT), 
TO TOT -29012/9/2007- STTifeTTfTTR), 
TO tttt- 29012/11/2007- TTOffeTTfTOTT), 
TO TOT -29012/8/2007- 3Tr§3TR(TOT), 
TO tot- 29012/12/2007- STrfsTTTfTnr), 
TO TOT -29012/59/2006- 3TT#3TTT(TDT)] 
TT^TOf fTTT, 3W TOfTOT 
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New Delhi, the 6th September, 2017 

S.O. 2177.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 07/2008, 34/2008, 46/2007, 163/2007, 161/2007, 73/2007, 
110/2007, 72/2007, 75/2007, 120/2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ Labour Court, Bangalore now 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the management of M/s. 
Mysore Minerals Limited and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 06/09/2017. 

[No. L-29012/80/2007-IR(M), 
No. L-29012/34/2008-IR(M), 
No. L-29012/5 8/2006-IR(M), 
No. L-29012/54/2007-IR(M), 
No. L-29012/52/2007-IR(M), 
No. L-29012/9/2007-IR(M), 
No. L-29012/1 l/2007-IR(M), 
No. L-29012/8/2007-IR(M), 
No. L-29012/12/2007-IR(M), 
No. L-29012/59/2006-IR(M] 
RAJESH KUMAR, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIUBNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 29 th AUGUST 2017 


PRESENT : Shri V S RAVI, Presiding Officer 


COMMON AWARD 


I Party 


(i) C R No. 07/2008 


II Party 


Smt. R. Mayamma 
W/o C Range Gowda, MML Worker, 
Chevenahalli Village, Nagar Navile Post, 
Bagur Hobli, Channarayapatna Taluk, 
Hassan District. 


The Managing Director, 
Mysore Minerals Limited, 
No. 39, M. G. Road, 
Bangalore.- 560001 


The Central Government vide Order No.L-29012/80/2007-IR(M) dated 06.02.2008 in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has made this 
reference for adjudication with following Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the termination of Smt. R. Mayamma by the management of Mysore Minerals Limited 
w.e.f. 02.06.1998 is justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

(ii) C R No. 34/2008 


I Party 


II Party 


Smt. M. Savitramma, 

W/o Late Masthi Gowda, 
Honnamaranahalli Village, Jamboor Post, 
Nuggehalli Hobli, Channarayapatna Taluk 
Hassan District. 


The Managing Director, 
Mysore Minerals Limited, 
No. 39, M G Road, 
Bangalore,- 560001 
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The Central Government vide Order No. L-29012/34/2008-IR(M) dated 02.04.2008 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2 (A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has 
made this reference for adjudication with following Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 


“Whether the termination of Smt. M. Savitramma by the management of Mysore Minerals Limited 
w.e.f. 29.05.1998 is justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

(iii) C R No. 46/2007 


I Party 


II Party 


Sh. Giddiah, 

S/o Late Sh. Nanjaiah, 

Bandi Halli Village, Bagevelu Post, 
Gandasi Hobli, Channarayapatna Taluk 
Hassan District 


The Managing Director, 
Mysore Minerals Limited, 
No. 39, M G Road, 
Bangalore.- 560001 


The Central Government vide Order No. L-29012/58/2006-IR(M) dated 07.03.2007 in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has made this 
reference for adjudication with following Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 


“Whether the management of Mysore Minerals Limited is justified in terminating the services/premature 
superannuating of the services of Sri. Giddaiah w.e.f. 28.02.2001? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to?” 


I Party 

Sh. D. Shivalingaiah, 

S/o Late Dasappa, 

Kanakatte Village, Post Hobli, 
Arasikere Taluk, 

Hassan District. 


(iv) C R No. 163/2007 


II Party 

The Managing Director, 
Mysore Minerals Limited, 
No. 39, M. G. Road, 
Bangalore.- 560001 


The Central Government vide Order No.L-29012/54/2007-IR(M) dated 17.12.2007 in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has made this 
reference for adjudication with following Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 


“Whether the termination of Sri. D. Shivalingaiah by the management of Mysore Minerals Limited w.e.f. 
20.05.1998 is justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

(v) C R No. 161/2007 


I Party 


II Party 


Sh. H. Thimmaiah, 

S/o Late Hanumaiah, 

Nandihalli Village, Bageshpura Post, 
Gandasi Hobli, Arasikere Taluk, 
Hassan District. 


The Managing Director, 
Mysore Minerals Limited, 
No. 39, M. G. Road, 
Bangalore,- 560001 


The Central Government vide Order No.L-29012/52/2007-IR(M) dated 17.12.2007 in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has made this 
reference for adjudication with following Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 


“Whether the termination of Sh. H. Thimmaiah by the management of Mysore Minerals Limited 
w.e.f. 25.07.1998 is justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

(vi) C R No. 73/2007 


I Party 

Sh. K. Mahadeva Shetty, 

S/o Late Madashetty, MML Worker, 


II Party 

The Managing Director, 
Mysore Minerals Limited, 
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Kelamballi Village & Post, No. 39, M. G. Road, 

Kasaba Hobli, Chamarajanagar Taluk, Bangalore.- 560001 

Hassan District. 

The Central Government vide Order No.L-29012/9/2007-IR(M) dated 16.05.2007 in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has made this 
reference for adjudication with following Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. Mysore Minerals Ltd. in imposing the punishment of 
forceful retirement front the services by way of order of discharge dated 01.06.1998 on 
Shri. K. Mahadeva Sheety, Ex-Mining Worker, Kare Mines (Nanjangoodu Taluk, Mysore District) of 
M/s. Mysore Minerals Ltd. is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled and front 
which date?” 


I Party 

Smt. Nanjamma, 

W/o Late Boregowda, MML Worker, 
Karekere Village, Hattihalli Post, 
Nuggehalli Hobli Channarayapatna Taluk, 
Hassan District 


(vii) C R No. 110/2007 

II Party 

The Managing Director, 
Mysore Minerals Limited, 
No. 39, M. G. Road, 
Bangalore,- 560001 


The Central Government vide Order No. L-29012/ll/2007-IR(M) dated 22.08.2007 in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has made this 
reference for adjudication with following Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 


“Whether the termination of Smt. Nanjamma by the management of Mysore Minerals Limited 
w.e.f. 16.04.1998 is justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

(viii) C R No. 72/2007 


I Party 


II Party 


Smt. J. Rangamma, 

W/o Javare Gowda, 

K.B. Byrapura Village, Kembalu Post, 
Bagur Hobli, Channarayapatna Taluk 
Hassan District. 


The Managing Director, 
Mysore Minerals Limited, 
No. 39, M. G. Road, 
Bangalore.- 560001 


The Central Government vide Order No.L-29012/8/2007-IR(M) dated 16.05.2007 in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has made this 
reference for adjudication with following Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 


“Whether the management of Mysore Minerals Limited is justified in terminating the 
services/premature superannuating of the services of Smt. J. Rangamma w.e.f. 28.01.1998? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled to?” 


I Party 

Smt. K Parvathamma, 

W/o Late Vishnushetty, 

Kallkere Village, Hattihalli Post, 
Nuggehalli Hobli, Channarayapatna Taluk, 
Hassan District. 


(ix) C R No. 75/2007 


II Party 

The Managing Director, 
Mysore Minerals Limited, 
No. 39, M. G. Road, 
Bangalore,- 560001 


The Central Government vide Order No.L-29012/12/2007-IR(M) dated 16.05.2007 in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has made this 
reference for adjudication with following Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 


“Whether the management of Mysore Minerals Limited is justified in terminating the 
services/premature superannuating of the services of Snit.K. Parvathamma w.e.f. 16.04.1998? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled to?” 
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(x) C R No. 120/2007 

I Party II Party 

Sh. Puttegowda, The Managing Director, 

S/o Late Sh. Kalase Gowda, MM L Worker, Mysore Minerals Limited, 

Bidare Village, Kembalu Post, No. 39, M G Road, 

Bagur Hobli, Channarayapatna Taluk, Bangalore.- 560001 

Hassan District. 

The Central Government vide Order No.L-29012/59/2006-IR(M) dated 23.02.2007 in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has made this 
reference for adjudication with following Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Mysore Minerals Limited in terminating the services / 
superannuating the services of Shri. Puttegoda w.e.f. 29.06.1998 is just and legal? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled?” 


Appearance 

I party : M/s. K.T. Govinde Gowda & Sh. C.G. Dileep Gowda, Advocates 

II party : Mr. T.K. Vedamurthy & Mr. L. Venkatarama Reddy, Advocates 

1. Brief details mentioned in the claim statement by I Party are as follows:- 

(i) In CR No. 07/2008 . the I Party submits that on 20.11.1980, she has joined the service of the II Party management at 
its Mining Unit viz., Thagadur Chromite Mines, Channarayapatna Taluk, Hassan District, as a Mining worker. At the 
time of joining the I Party has furnished her age as 38 years i.e., her date of birth being 02.11.1942. Further, the II 
Party, Thagadur Chromite Mines Officials, orally refused to allow the I Party to do her work w.e.f 02.06.1998. The I 
Party has raised the I.D before the Assistant Labour Commissioner and Conciliation Officer (C), and the Central 
Government have referred the Reference in CR No.07/2008. 

(ii) In CR No. 34/2008 , the I Party submits that on 10.06.1979, she has joined the service of the II Party management at 
its Mining Unit viz., Thagadur Chromite Mines, Channarayapatna Taluk, Hassan District, as a Mining worker under 
Token No. 650. At the time of joining the I Party has furnished her age as 32 years i.e., her date of birth being 
10.06.1947. Further, the II Party, Thagadur Chromite Mines Officials, orally refused to allow the I Party to do her 
work w.e.f 29.05.1998. The I Party has raised the I.D before the Assistant Labour Commissioner and Conciliation 
Officer (C), Hubli and the Central Government have referred the Reference in CR No. 34/2008. 

(iii) In CR No. 46/2007 , the I Party submits that on 01.07.1986, he has joined the service of the II Party management at 
its Mining Unit viz., Haladahalli Chromite Mines, Arasikere Taluk, Hassan District, as a Mining Worker. At the time 
of joining the I Party has furnished his age as 30 years i.e., his date of birth being 01.07.1956. Further, the II Party, 
Haladahalli Chromite Mines Officials, orally refused to allow the I Party to do his work w.e.f 28.02.2001. The I Party 
has raised the I.D before the Assistant Labour Commissioner and Conciliation Officer (C), Hubli and the Central 
Government have referred the Reference in CR No. 46/2007. 

(iv) In CR No. 163/2007 , the I Party submits that on 11.05.1982, he has joined the service of the II Party 
management at its Mining Unit viz., Bhaktarahalli Chromite Mines and later on transferred to Doomgere Mines, 
Arasikere Taluk, Hassan District, as a Mining Worker. At the time of joining the I Party has furnished his age as 23 
years i.e., his date of birth being 11.05.1959. Further, the II Party, Doomgere Mines Officials, orally refused to allow 
the I Party to do his work w.e.f 20.05.1998. The I Party has raised the I.D before the Assistant Labour Commissioner 
and Conciliation Officer (C), Hubli and the Central Government have referred the Reference in CR No. 163/2007. 

(v) In CR No. 161/2007 , the I Party submits that on 13.10.1983, he has joined the service of the II Party management 
at its Mining Unit viz., Nandhihalli Mines, Arasikere Taluk, Hassan District, as a Mining worker. At the time of 
joining the I Party has furnished his age as 30 years i.e., his date of birth being 13.10.1957. Further, the II Party, 
Nandhihalli Mines Officials, orally refused to allow the I Party to do his work w.e.f. 25.07.1998. The I Party has raised 
the I.D before the Assistant Labour Commissioner and Conciliation Officer (C), Hubli and the Central Government 
have referred the Reference in CR No. 161/2007. 

(vi) In CR No. 73/2007 , the I Party submits that on 15.11.1985, he has joined the service of the II Party management at 
its Mining Unit viz., Chamarajanagar Granite query and later on transferred to Rare Mines, Nanjanagoodu Taluk, 
Mysore District, as a Mining worker. At the time of joining the I Party has furnished his age as 28 years i.e., his date of 
birth being 01.04.1957. Further, the II Party, Rare Mines Officials, orally refused to allow the I Party to do his work 
w.e.f. 01.06.1998. The I Party has raised the I.D before the Assistant Labour Commissioner and Conciliation Officer 
(C), Hubli and the Central Government have referred the Reference in CR No. 73/2007. 
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(vii) In CR No. 110/2007 . the I Party submits that on 01.05.1979, she has joined the service of the II Party 
management at its Mining Unit viz., Jamboor Chromite Mines, Channarayapatna Taluk, Hassan District, as a Mining 
worker. At the time of joining the I Party has furnished her age as 31 years i.e., her date of birth being 01.05.1948. 
Further, the II Party, Jamboor Chromite Mines Officials, orally refused to allow the I Party to do her work w.e.f 
16.04.1998. The I Party has raised the I.D before the Assistant Labour Commissioner and Conciliation Officer (C), 
Hubli and the Central Government have referred the Reference in CR No. 110/2007. 

(viii) In CR No. 72/2007 . the I Party submits that on 02.11.1980, she has joined the service of the II Party 
management at its Mining Unit viz.. Byrapura Chromite Mines, Channarayapatna Taluk, Hassan District, as a Mining 
worker under Token No. 758. At the time of joining the I Party has furnished her age as 28 years i.e., her date of birth 
being 04.08.1952. Further, the II Party, Byrapura Chromite Mines Officials, orally refused to allow the I Party to do 
her work w.e.f 28.01.1998. The I Party has raised the I.D before the Assistant Labour Commissioner and Conciliation 
Officer (C), Hubli and the Central Government have referred the Reference in CR No. 72/2007. 

(ix) In CR No. 75/2007 , the I Party submits that on 01.09.1982, she has joined the service of the II Party management 
at its Mining Unit viz., Jamboor Chromite Mines, Channarayapatna Taluk, Hassan District, as a Mining worker under 
Token No. 185. At the time of joining the I Party has furnished her age as 35 years i.e., her date of birth being 
01.09.1947. Further, the II Party, Jamboor Chromite Mines Officials, orally refused to allow the I Party to do her work 
w.e.f. 16.04.1998. The I Party has raised the I.D before the Assistant Labour Commissioner and Conciliation Officer 
(C), Hubli and the Central Government have referred the Reference in CR No. 75/2007. 

(x) In CR No. 120/2007 . the I Party submits that on 04.08.1981, he has joined the service of the II Party management 
at its Mining Unit viz., Byrapura Chromite Mines, Channarayapatna Taluk, Hassan District, as a Mining worker. At 
the time of joining the I Party has furnished his age as 35 years i.e., his date of birth being 04.08.1946. Further, the II 
Party, Byrapura Chromite Mines Officials, orally refused to allow the I Party to do his work w.e.f. 29.06.1998. The I 
Party has raised the I.D before the Assistant Labour Commissioner and Conciliation Officer (C), Hubli and the Central 
Government have referred the Reference in CR No. 120/2007. 

2. Brief Common details mentioned on behalf of I Party are as follows: — 

The date of birth of the I Party, in fact, has been entered in all the statutory records like EPF, B-register and Service 
records, etc. The I Party is entitled to continue in the service with the II Party up to the reaching of the age of 
superannuation i.e., 58 years in the II Party Organization. The II Party by way of an eye wash conducted the so called 
illegal Medical Examination for the purpose of removing the I Party from the service before reaching the age of 
superannuation. Further, the II Party has terminated the I Party on the plea that the I Party has reached the 
superannuation age of 58 years as per the so called illegal Medical Examination. After illegal termination, the I Party 
has faced unemployment problem and financial hardship, not only by I Party but also the family members of I Party. 
The entire family has depended only upon the earnings of the I Party in the II Party Organization. The II 
Party/Management similarly, has, prematurely, retired the co-workers of the I Party on the ground of Medical unfitness 
and also as per the age certificate, issued by the Medical Officer. The said some of the co-workers have challenged 
their pre-matured retirement and the age certification, before the Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka, viz., 

(i) Writ Petition No. 5615/2001 between Smt. K. Dundamma Vs MML. and the same Management of II Party 
challenged the same in Writ Appeal No. 3460/2001 C/W W.No. 3459/2001. The said Appeal has been rejected on 
12.06.2002 confirming the single Judge order dated 29.03.2001. In view of the said decision the Management, 
reinstated the above mentioned pre-matured retired employee with payment of back wages, and with continuity of 
service thereon. 

(ii) Writ Petition No. 26101/2001, C/W W.P. Nos.23798/2001, 23797/2001 & 23794/2001 filed by Sri V.C. Range 
Gowda and 8 others Vs MML, and the same have been allowed on 01.06.2006. 

On account of the illegal payment and other lapses, in the Management of II Party, it has to face administrative 
problems. The II Party adopted its own tactics, ways and means for terminating the Mining Workers in short cut 
methods and also, in an illegal and irregular manner by adopting anti-labour and un-fair labour practice and victimized 
the I Party and other co-workers by removing them enmasse by resorting to the so-called Medical Examination during 
the year 1998 in illegal and irregular manner, without disclosing the true fact, to the I Party and also without notifying 
the so-called Medical Examination, i.e., not by a Doctor of a Rank of Assistant Civil Surgeon as defined in Rule 29-C 
of the Mines Rules 1995. Hence, the so-called Medical Examination conducted by the II Party is illegal and irregular, 
and the same is not having any legal sanctity and not sustainable in law as it is violative of Rule 29-C. The I Party has 
repeatedly requested the officials of the II Party to provide the work to I Party till reaching the age of superannuation 
i.e., 58 years. But all the efforts made by I Party to persuade the II Party to take the I Party, on duty, proved in vain 
because of hostile and vindictive attitude on the part of the II Party. The II Party has no right to refuse the employment 
to the I Party or to remove the I Party name from the muster rolls in unilateral manner, without following the due 
process of Law. The II Party used the above illegal, imaginary, hypothetical and unscientific Medical report as its tool 
for unilaterally deciding the age of I Party and other workers. The II Party unilaterally refused employment to the I 
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Party before the age of superannuation even though the I Party is hale and healthy and entitled to work up to the 
reaching of the age of superannuation i.e., 58 years. The II Party has not followed the Mandatory provision of Section 
25 F, G, H & N of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 and Rules 78 and 79 thereon, and the action of the Management is, 
therefore, void-ab-initio as laid by the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in the case Sundaramani Vs State Bank of 
India, Santhosh Gupta Vs State Bank of Patiala, Rober D'Souza Vs Southern Railway, K.S.R.T.C. Bangalore Vs 
Boraiaha and others and also the same is violative of the Provisions of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947. The II Party has 
un-necessarily created hardship to the I Party by not providing employment. The II Party Management is not justified 
in retrenching the services of the I Party in the summary manner without following the principals of Natural justice and 
fair play. Further, apart from the violation of various provisions of the I.D. Act as stated above, the II Party violated its 
own Certified Standing Orders. Thell Party acted contrary to its own Certified Standing Orders/Service Rules for 
effecting the prematured, superannuation by way of illegal termination. The I Party submits that, the II Party failed to 
issue 3 months prior notice or tendered payment of 3 months salary to the I Party before termination of service of the I 
Party under Rule 24. The I Party belongs to socially and economically weaker section and also, the I Party is the Rural 
based worker and used to work in Mines, which is in a remote place of the village and the I Party is also an illiterate 
worker belonging to Economically weaker section & not a matching party to fight against the II Party for the injustice 
done by the II Party. The I Party is facing financial hardship and mental agony due to stoppage of his/her monthly 
earnings in the II Party organization and also, due to illegal termination. Also, the I Party is not able to maintain 
himself and the family with day to day, food and basic needs. The I Party has faced the financial hardship to reach the 
Labour Department like Assistant Labour Commissioner and Conciliation Officer (C), Hubli from I Party’s place, for 
raising the dispute and also, to set right the I Party’s grievances. The Officials of the II Party/Management have taken 
undue advantage of I Party’s poverty, illiteracy, economic weakness and social weakness. Ultimately with great 
hardship, mental agony and with the help of well wishers, the I Party has raised the I.D before the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner and Conciliation Officer (C), Hubli. The I Party is entitled for back wages, continuity of service and 
other consequential benefits from the date of refusal of employment. The II Party has violated the Provisions of I.D. 
Act as well as its own Certified Standing Orders/Service Rules as stated above. Under the I.D. Act there is no 
limitation prescribed for raising the dispute and the Article 137 of Schedule to the limitation Act is not applicable to 
proceedings under I.D. Act. This point is repeatedly decided by the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India and Hon’ble High 
Courts of various states namely, 

(i) . LLJ-II-2001-pg788-792 [SC], Sapan kumar Pandit Vs U.P. State Electricity Board and others. 

(ii) LLJ-I-1999-pg 1260-1265 [SC], Ajaib Singh Vs Sirhind Co-operative Marketing-cum-processing Service Society. 

(iii) LLJ-II-1999-pg-482-483[SC], Mahavir Singh Vs U.P. State Electricity Board and others. 

(iv) LLJ-I-2003-pg 412-414 [MP], Ramadhar Tiwari Vs Union of India and others. 

(v) LLJ-I-1994-pg 468-471 [All], U.P. State Spinning Mills Co. Vs State of U.P & Others 

(vi) LLJ-II-2003-pg 1143-1145[Ori], Management of Aska Co-operative Central Bank Ltd. Vs State of Orissa 

(vii) LLJ-I-2002-pg-204-206 [Mad], E.E. Construction Division 2, Mannarpuram, Trichy and Another Vs . 
M.Gajapathy and Another 

(viii) LLJ-I-2002-pg-1079-1081[Del], Mangal Singh Vs Presiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal No.l, Delhi and Another 

(ix) LLJ-I-2002-pg-l 129-1132[Bom], Haribhau S/o. Gaman Waghchaure Vs State of Maharastra and Another. 

Therefore, the I Party prays this Court to pass an award by holding that the action of the II Party Management is not 
justified in terminating the services of I Party, namely, prematured superannuation of the services of the I Party and 
also to direct the II Party to reinstate the I Party, with continuity of service, with payment of Pull back wages and other 
consequential benefits from the date of termination till providing employment/reaching the age of superannuation as 
per the date of birth details registered in the Statutory records like B-register and EPF records and Service records 
maintained by the II Party and EPF Authorities and to pay the interest at the rate of 18% from the said due date and also 
up to the date of payment and further award of cost of the present proceedings, in the interest of justice and also, equity. 

3. Brief Common submissions made on behalf of II Party in the counter statement are as follows:- 

The II Party states that, the dispute raised by the I Party is time barred and belated, and filed after the lapse of time. 
Further, the I Party has waited for the result in the case filed by the co-workers, who approached Hon’ble High Court of 
Karnataka. The success of co-worker of I Party in W.P. No. 5615/2001 and 26101/2001 before Hon’ble High Court of 
Karnataka inspired the I Party to file this dispute after the lapse of time. Hence, the conduct of the I Party does not 
deserve any relief at the hands of this Tribunal. Further, the II Party states that, the dispute raised by the I Party is 
liable to be dismissed on the ground of delay and latches, since the claim made by the I Party is stale and time barred. 
The II Party has conducted the Medical Examination and the said expert team have examined the I Party and found 
that, the I Party is not capable to work in a mine, in view of the fact that, the I Party has already reached the age of 
more than 58 years as on the date of Medical Examination. Further, as per the decision of Management, I Party has 
been terminated and also given opportunity to prefer an appeal before Appellate Medical Board within 30 days, if the I 
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Party is aggrieved by the said Medical Report. The I Party, who has amicably received the terminal benefits from the II 
Party, has no right to raise present dispute, after the lapse of time, at the instigation, for the wrongful gain. It is relevant 
to submit that, the dispute referred by Government of India is itself not maintainable in law. Hence, there is no 
Industrial Dispute existed or is apprehended. The Medical Examination has been conducted in Scientific Manner on 
thorough investigation. The I Party is not entitled for any benefits as per law. The I Party is happily working 
elsewhere since from the date of termination. Further, the statement of the I Party that, the II Party officials failed to 
consider the reasonable request of the I Party is totally incorrect and false. In fact, the I Party is employed elsewhere 
and earning salary. The I Party has filed this dispute only for wrongful gain, at the instigation of well-wishers, as 
admitted by the I Party in the claim statement. The II Party has not acted illegally or arbitrarily. Therefore, the II Party 
prays to dismiss the dispute filed by the I Party with exemplary costs, in the interest of justice and equity. 

4. Already this Court has passed common award dated 27.08.2014. Thereafter, in Writ Petition the Hon’ble 
Karnataka High Court, has passed the following Order:- “The matter is remanded to the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal Cum- Labour Court for fresh adjudication of the dispute. The Tribunal shall decide the dispute after giving 
notice to all the parties and pass an award in accordance with law. All the contentions of both the parties are left open.” 
Further, notices have been sent for both sides and additional evidence recorded and arguments heard and after the 
careful perusal and appreciation of material records in the proper perspective the present Common Award is passed. 

5. The crucial points/issues that arise for consideration in the present matter are as follows:- 

(i) Whether the present claim has to be rejected on the ground of delay and latches as submitted by the II Party? 

(ii) Whether the I Party has to prefer an appeal as against the medical certificate issued by the medical officer as 
submitted by the II Party in the counter statement? 

(iii) Whether after the receipt of the terminal benefits, the I Party cannot raise any dispute in the present case? 

(iv) Whether the I Party is entitled to get the relief as claimed in the claim statement, after the careful appreciation of 
the evidences adduced and documents produced by both the parties, in proper perspective? 

6. Analysis. Discussion and Findings with regard to the above mentioned point/issue No. 1 :- 

The I Party has clearly stated in the claim statement itself, and also in the deposition that, I Party belongs to socially 
and economically weaker section, and the I Party is the rural based worker, and used to work in mines which is in a 
remote place of a village and I Party is also an illiterate worker, belonging to economically weaker section, and not a fit 
person, to fight against the II Party and the I Party has repeatedly requested the officials of II Party mines for permitting 
the I Party to work and also, due to I Party’s acquit poverty, I Party has faced huge financial hardship to reach the 
Labour Department like Assistant Labour Commissioner and Conciliation Officer (C), Hubli from I Party’s place, for 
raising the dispute and also, to set right I Party’s grievances and in such circumstances, only the delay has happened for 
raising the dispute and the delay caused is not intentional and deliberate one, but only due to the above mentioned 
various reasons. The II Party has not specifically denied the above mentioned statements made by the I Party in the 
claim statement. Further, the I Party has also stated that, the officials of the II Party/Management have taken undue 
advantage of I Party’s poverty, illiteracy, economic and social weakness by way of refusing employment, and also, 
after knowing fully, that the I Party is most incapable in approaching the Labour Authority for redressal of the I Party’s 
grievances. The said details is also not specifically disputed by the II Party. Further, I Party has clearly stated in the 
claim statement that ultimately with great hardship, mental agony and with the help of well wishers, the I Party has 
raised the I.D before the Assistant Labour Commissioner and Conciliation Officer (C), Hubli and the present central 
reference has been made to this Court by the Government of India, as per the above mentioned details. The said 
submissions made on behalf of I Party are also not specifically disputed on behalf of the II Party. On the other hand, 
the Assistant Manager of II Party, namely MW-1, has categorically admitted in his evidence that, I Party is an illiterate 
person. Further, the I Party has filed copies of Order passed in W.P. No. 5615/2001 dated 29.03.2001, W.A. No. 
3460/01 c/w W.A. No. 3459/01 dated 12.06.2002 and W.P. No. 26101/01 c/w W.P. Nos. 23798/01, 23797/01 & 
23794/01 dated 01.06.2006, as exhibits marked herein below and also MW-1 has admitted in his evidence that the 
success of the said co-workers in the said Writ Petition and Writ Appeal has inspired the I Party to file the present 
reference. In the above mentioned facts and circumstances, it is seen that, the I Party is justified in claiming the legal 
and statutory rights and benefits, due to the unlawful and illegal ways and means followed by the II Party to terminate 
the service of I Party, without following the principles of natural justice. 

7. Further, the I Party has pointed out, in the claim statement, itself that, there is no limitation prescribed for 
raising the dispute and Article 137 Schedule of the Industrial Dispute Act is not applicable to the present case. Further, 
the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India, dated 03.12.2010, Mr. Hon’ble Justice. P. Sathasivam and Mr. Hon'ble Justice 
B.S. Chauhan, in Civil Appeal No. 10231/2010, between Kuldeep Singh Vs G.M, Instrument Design Development and 
Facilities Centre and Another, it is clearly held as follows:- “The Labour Court dismissed the claim of the appellant on 
ground of delay (of five and half years) in raising the dispute. The High Court confirmed the Labour Court’s award. 
Hence this present appeal. The impugned award was set aside with costs of Rs. 50,000 to be paid by respondent- 
management to appellant.” The Hon’ble Supreme Court observed that, there is no time limit prescribed for reference 
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provide employment to the I Party and Assistant Manager of II Party MW-1 has also admitted in his evidence that, I 
Party is an illiterate person and also the II Party has not established the real prejudice caused to the II Party, by the said 
delay. 

11. Further, the Hon'ble High Court of Karnataka, in W.P. No. 9974/2006 (L-TER) dated 07.01.2015, (Before 
Mr. Hon'blc Chief Justice D.H. Waghela and Mr. Hon’ble lustice Budihal. R. B), in the case of The Management of 
National Aerospace Laboratories Vs Engineering & General Workers Union and the Managing Directors , it is 
particularly held as follows:- “The jurisdiction of an Industrial Tribunal, therefore, is expansive and creative and not 
restricted to only enforcing or interpreting the contract of service or the extant legal provisions and it is not-fettered by 
the limitations of contracts and can even involve extension of existing agreement of the making of a new one, or in 
general, creation of new obligations or modification of old ones.” In the present case also, for the above mentioned 
facts and circumstances it is found that, I Party is entitled to get appropriate relief, in accordance with law, and the II 
Party is not justified in raising the objection on the ground of delay and latches, as per the said jurisdiction of the 
present Court. Thus, the point is answered in favour of the I Party. 

12. Analysis, Discussion and Findings with regard to the above mentioned point/issue No. 2 :- 

The MW-1 the Assistant Manger of II Party, who has given evidence on behalf of II Party has admitted that, it is true to 
suggest that, there is no health unit and the working conditions as per the mining act have not been provided at the 
Mines. The said admission is also clinchingly established the various above mentioned allegation made as against the 
II Party. Further, MW-1 has admitted that, it is true to suggest that, as per the provisions of the mining act there should 
be a qualified doctor to attend the I Party workers at the mining site. If it is so, then there is no need for the II Party to 
get the doctor from Hatti Gold Mines and to subject the I Party to medical examination. On that ground only, I Party 
has clearly stated in the claim statement that, as per the illegal medical certificate, the social and economic weaker 
section person of the I Party has been refused to continue the work by the II Party. 

13. Further, MW-1 namely, the Assistant Manager of II Party/Management has admitted that the II Party 
company has suffered loss of 21 crores due to mis-management and it is also true to suggest that, due to the said mis¬ 
management, the financial crisis has occurred and it is true to suggest, having suffered the said loss the management 
thought of reducing the number of workers and it is true to suggest that, the Management ordered for medical 
examination of all the mining workers. For the said reasons only, I Party has categorically stated in the claim statement 
that, II Party has suffered huge loss due to mis-management and in the way of reducing the number of workers they 
have conducted illegal medical examination and terminated several workers including I Party. Further, MW-1 admitted 
that, to examine the workers doctors, have come from Hatti Gold Mines Ltd. However, he has admitted, that he does 
not know the names and qualifications of those doctors. 

14. Further, in the counter statement the II Party has stated that, the I Party has been given opportunity to prefer an 
appeal before Appellate Medical Board within 30 days, if the I Party is aggrieved by the Medical Report. However, the 
MW-1 has categorically admitted that, it is true to suggest that, they have not produced the Medical certificate issued 
by the Doctor who has examined the I Party health condition and it is also true to suggest that, the Medical From ‘O’ is 
in English language. At the same time, the MW-1 has admitted that, I Party workers are illiterate workers. Hence, it is 
found that the said medical certificate has not been issued in the language known to the workers/I Party and also not 
understood by the I Party and in fact, the said medical certificate is also not submitted to this Court by the II Party. In 
such circumstances, it is too much on the part of II Party to content that I Party has got the appeal remedy as per the 
medical certificate and the workers have not availed the appeal remedy and hence they cannot file the present case 
before this Court. Further, MW-1 has admitted in his evidence that, the Doctors have not conducted the medical 
examination in his presence and he does not know in what respect the I Party has been found unfit to continue in 
service and he has to verify in the office whether copy of notice issued to I Party after medical examination or 
acknowledgement regarding service of notice on the I Party is available or not. So, the MW-1 has not produced the 
relevant records to establish that, after medical examination, proper record has been issued to I Party to appeal before 
30 days. On the other hand. MW-1 has categorically admitted that, II Party has not produced the Medical certificate 
issued by the Doctor who has examined the I Party. Above all, MW-1 has admitted that, it is true to suggest that, I 
Party has not been issued with charge sheet and no enquiry has been conducted before the termination of his service. 
The said categorical admission of MW-1 shows that, II Party has not terminated the I Party as per the principles of 
natural justice. 

15. Further, MW-1 has admitted that, it is true to suggest that as per the clause 18 and 24 any termination has to be 
followed by enquiry along with 3 months notice pay. However, MW-lhas admitted that, I Party has not been issued 
with charge sheet and also, enquiry has been conducted. Hence, it is crystal clear that, II Party has not terminated the I 
Party in accordance with law. Further, MW-1 has admitted that, termination order has not been attached with copy of 
Medical Certificate pertaining to I Party. Furthermore, MW-1 has admitted that, he does not know in what respect the 
Medical Officer opined that, the I Party is being medically unfit. Further, MW-1 has admitted that, it is true that, II 
Party has not taken any permission from Labour Ministry or Labour Secretary under the provisions of I.D. Act for 
terminating services of several employees on the basis of medical grounds. Further, MW-1 has specifically admitted in 
his evidence that, it is true to suggest that I Party is the illiterate person and it is true to suggest that company has not 






7154 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : SEPTEMBER 16, 2017/BHADRA 25, 1939 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


occurred and also it is true to suggest that, having suffered the said loss the management thought of reducing the 
number of workers. Hence, it is clear that, the MW-1 of II Party has also admitted the said submissions made by the I 
Party in the claim statement. Further, MW-1 has admitted that, he cannot right now give the date, month and year of 
notice served to I Party and it is true to suggest that, I Party has not been issued with charged sheet and no enquiry has 
been conducted before the termination of the I Party. Further, MW-1, admitted that, it is true to suggest that as per the 
clause 18 and 24 any termination has to be followed by enquiry along with 3 months notice pay. However, MW-1 has 
clearly admitted that 3 months notice pay has not been paid to the I Party by the II Party. 

19. Further, MW-1 has admitted in his evidence that, it is true to suggest that, there is Statutory Report, B Register 
and Provident Fund Register. Further, I Party has categorically stated that, the date of birth has been entered in the 
Statutory Report, B Register and Provident Fund Register and the II Party without any valid reasons pre-maturedly 
terminated the service of the I Party. Further, the date of birth of I Party mentioned in the claim statement is the same 
as mentioned in the employees register, which is marked as Ex M-l and Ex M-2, except in the case of CR No. 07/2008, 
CR No. 34/2008 and CR No. 73/2007. Further, in the case of CR No. 07/2008, it is seen that, as per Employees 
Register, the date of birth of I Party is 02.05.1942, in the case of CR No. 34/2008 the date of birth of I Party is 
10.06.1946 and in the case of CR No. 73/2007 the date of birth of I Party is 21.01.1957. Also, the Circular relating to 
enhancing the superannuation age from 58 years to 60 years to the workers of II Party, is applicable only to persons 
who are in employment as on 17.07.2008. Further, MW-1 has clearly admitted that, it is true to suggest that, as per 
Clause 18.3 of CDPR rules, the changes in the date of birth, as entered in the company record, can only effected on a 
judgment of a competent Court and except on a judgment of a Court, the date of birth once recorded, will not be 
changed at the request of the Officer/Employee under any circumstances. For that reason only, I Party has clearly 
stated that, the II Party has terminated the service of I Party pre-maturedly without any valid reasons. Further, the act 
of the II Party, certainly, is not proper and legal and as much as, no valid reasons have been furnished by the II Party 
for not producing the medical certificate issued to the I Party by the II Party and no valid reason has been furnished by 
the II Party as to what prevented the II Party in not following the principles of natural justice and also for not producing 
the material records, though they are very important records, to prove the aforesaid details mentioned in the counter 
statement filed on behalf of II Party. Further, on the careful perusal of material records mentioned in the Exhibits list, it 
is seen that, II Party has refused to provide work to the I Party without following the due process of law. Further, it is 
found that, there is discrimination and also violation of fundamental right caused to the I Party and it is not proper and 
also, not legal to give forceful retirement to I Party, by the II Party, without following the due process of law. 

20. Further, it is seen that, the II Party has not terminated the service of the I Party as per the Principles of 
Preponderance of Probability. Further, no injustice can be caused by the II Party to the I Party and I Party cannot be 
victimized due to the actions of the II Party without any valid reasons. Further, it is relevant to mention that, the I 
Party/workman has been punished by II Party without adopting the procedure known under law. Further, the 
underlying aim and object of adjudication of an Industrial Dispute is, in effect, dispensation of social and economic 
justice and translating fundamental rights as well as directive principles into some tangible relief. The ultimate object 
is to see that industrial disputes are settled by industrial adjudication on principles of fair play and justice. Further, the 
awarding of reinstatement does not amount to automatic conferment of back wages as held in 2009 (4) FFJ 667 (SC) 
Malla C.N. Vs State of Jammu and Kashmir & others . Further, it is held by the Hon'ble Supreme Court, in the case of 
APSRTC Vs B.S. David Pal, reported in 2006 ( 2 ) SCC 282, that the entitlement of back wages is not automatic on 
reinstatement. Awarding of back wages, depend upon other factors and circumstances. The I Party has pointed out in 
the claim statement that the I Party has been thrown out of employment and is facing hardship. In the affidavit also, the 
I Party has stated that with no financial income the I Party is facing great hardship. However, the claim of the 
workman that, the I Party is entitled for the full back wages, cannot be considered, having regard to fact that the I Party 
has not performed any work for II Party from 1998 to the date of superannuation, for the several years, and also, in 
order to balance the interest of both the parties, by adopting the balancing test or balancing process in the proper 
manner, this Court is of the considered opinion that in the facts and situation of the present case, 50% back wages and 
other consequential benefits only can be granted to the I Party. In the claim statement, the I Party has claimed interest, 
however the I Party has not enlightened the fact that the I Party is entitled to get interest also as prayed for in the claim 
statement by adducing relevant evidence and appropriate records. Hence, it is found that, the I Party is not entitled to 
get interest amount for the above mentioned factual reasons and also legal grounds. 


21. Further, in the judgment reported in 2010-I-LLJ-86KSC), in C.A. No. 2874/2009, dated 28.04.2009, (Before 
Mr. Justice Tarun Chatteriee and Mr. Justice H.L. Dattu). in the case of Malwa Vanaspati & Chemical Co. Ftd. Vs 
Raiendra , it is held as follows:- “Back Wages - Entitlement for full back wages - Depends upon facts and 
circumstances of each case - Employee reinstated in service - Question of termination or reinstatement not in dispute - 
Employee only entitled to 50% back wages.” Also, in the judgment reported in AIR 2009 Supreme Court 240, in C.A. 
No. 5425/2008, dated 02.09.2008, (Before Mr. Justice Tarun Chatteriee and Mr. Justice Aftab Alam). in the case of 
M.P. Electricity Board & Ors Vs Maiku Prasad , it is held as follows:- “Industrial Dispute Act (14/1947), Sch. 2, Item 6 
- Back wages - Curtailment - Respondents’ service terminated for unauthorised absence - Termination set aside by 
Labour Court - Direction for reinstatement and payment of full back wages passed - Considering long period between 
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termination and reinstatement for which respondent has not worked - Back wages reduced to 50%.” Further, in the 
judgment reported in 2010-I-LLJ-861(SC), in C.A. No. 2874/2009, dated 28.04.2009. (Before Mr. Justice Tarun 
Chatterjee and Mr. Justice H.L. Dattu). in the case of Malwa Vanaspati & Chemical Co. Ltd. Vs Rajendra . it is held as 
follows:- “Back Wages - Not to be granted mechanically, upon termination of service being held illegal- Service of 
workman terminated in 1987 - Labour Court gave its award in 2002 holding termination illegal - In circumstances of 
case, 50% back wages held proper and payment thereof accordingly directed.” In the present case also, it is found that, 
the I Party is entitled to get 50% of the amount, out of the total amount of the monetary benefits with continuity of 
service, and other consequential benefits that I Party would have received in the absence of the impugned punishment 
of refusal to provide employment, by the II Party. 

22. Further, in the judgment reported in 2009-I-LLJ 1 TSCI, between Senior Regional Manager, TASMAC Ltd., 
and another Vs. The M. Raviselvam, it is held as follows:- “Back wages-payment of back wages questioned- On 
reinstatement, full back wages is not to be paid automatically. It depends upon facts of each case. In the present case 
order for payment of back wages modified to the extent of 50% to be paid by the Management.” And in the judgment 
reported in 1999-LLJ-I-pg 1260-1265 TSCI, between Ajaib Singh Vs Sirhind Co-operative Marketing-Cum-Processing 
Service Society, it is clearly held as follows:- “Delay in seeking relief by workman against Termination of Service- 
Article 137 of Schedule to Limitation Act not applicable to proceedings under I.D. Act - Workman entitled to 60% of 
back wages.” Further, in the judgment reported in 1990 f611 FLR 768, between Delhi Transport Corporation Vs 
D.T.C. Mazdoor Congress and others, it is held as follows:- “A confirmed and permanent employee-Terminated 
without one month's notice or pay in lieu of and without holding enquiry and affording any Opportunity-Termination 
was illegal-Principles of natural justice violated.” In the present case also, the II Party has terminated the I Party 
without following the Principles of natural justice and without holding enquiry and also without offering opportunity to 
the I Party to put forth his/her defence. Further, in the judgment reported in 2010-I-LLJ 682 TBoml, between Santhosh 
Kumar, S/o Babulal Gupta Vs Sub-Area Manager, Western Coal Fields Ltd., Maharastra and another, it is held as 
follows:- “Dismissal of workman from service - no enquiry held - termination order not served on workman - 
punishment held disproportionate - deprivation of 50% back wages with warning issued to workman held would be 
proper.” Further, the II Party has stated in the counter statement that, the I Party, on medical examination, has found to 
be unfit to work. However, in the same counter statement II Party has stated that, I Party is happily working elsewhere 
since the date of termination and the I Party is working elsewhere also earning salary. In such circumstances, it is seen 
that, the submissions made by the II Party in the counter statement are self contradictory. On that ground also II Party 
is not justified in terminating the services of I Party without following the principles of natural justice, fairness and 
reasonableness. Further, on the totality of the above mentioned facts and circumstances, and also, after taking into 
consideration the evidences and exhibits mentioned herein below, in the proper perspective, the following award is 
passed, in the best interest of justice, equity and fair play. 


(i) In C R 07/2008 R. Mavamma Vs. MML 


AWARD 

The II Party/Management is not justified in imposing the punishment of termination of I party/ R. Mayamma with 
effect from 02.06.1998 and II Party is directed to pay to the I Party 50% of the amount, out of the total amount of back 
wages and other consequential benefits, salary and allowances and all benefits due and payable to the I Party from the 
date of termination, namely, 02.06.1998 till the I Party attains the age of retirement i.e, 02.05.2000 to which the I Party 
would have been entitled in the absence of the impugned termination of service passed by II Party. In computing such 
benefits the I Party shall be deemed have been in continuous service of II Party, till the date the I Party attains the age 
of retirement and the present reference is answered, accordingly, without cost for the above mentioned peculiar facts 
and circumstances. 

(ii) In C R No. 34/2008 M. Savitramma Vs. MML 


AWARD 

The II Party/Management is not justified in imposing the punishment of termination of I party/M. Savitramma with 
effect from 29.05.1998 and II Party is directed to pay to the I Party 50% of the amount, out of the total amount of back 
wages and other consequential benefits, salary and allowances and all benefits due and payable to the I Party from the 
date of termination, namely, 29.05.1998 till the I Party attains the age of retirement i.e, 10.06.2004 to which the I Party 
would have been entitled in the absence of the impugned termination of service passed by II Party. In computing such 
benefits the I Party shall be deemed have been in continuous service of II Party, till the date the I Party attains the age 
of retirement and the present reference is answered, accordingly, without cost for the above mentioned peculiar facts 
and circumstances. 
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(iii) In C R No. 46/2007 Giddiah Vs. MML 

AWARD 

The II Party/Management is not justified in imposing the punishment of termination of I party/ Giddiah with effect 
from 28.02.2001 and II Party is directed to pay to the I Party 50% of the amount, out of the total amount of back wages 
and other consequential benefits, salary and allowances and all benefits due and payable to the I Party from the date of 
termination, namely, 28.02.2001 till the I Party attains the age of retirement i.e, 01.07.2014 to which the I Party would 
have been entitled in the absence of the impugned termination of service passed by II Party. In computing such 
benefits the I Party shall be deemed have been in continuous service of II Party, till the date the I Party attains the age 
of retirement and the present reference is answered, accordingly, without cost for the above mentioned peculiar facts 
and circumstances. 

(iv) In C R No. 163/2007 D. Shivalingaiah Vs. MML 

AWARD 

The II Party/Management is not justified in imposing the punishment of termination of I party/ D. Shivalingaiah with 
effect from 20.05.1998 and II Party is directed to pay to the I Party 50% of the amount, out of the total amount of back 
wages and other consequential benefits, salary and allowances and all benefits due and payable to the I Party from the 
date of termination, namely, 20.05.1998 till the I Party attains the age of retirement i.e, 11.05.2017 to which the I Party 
would have been entitled in the absence of the impugned termination of service passed by II Party. In computing such 
benefits the I Party shall be deemed have been in continuous service of II Party, till the date the I Party attains the age 
of retirement and the present reference is answered, accordingly, without cost for the above mentioned peculiar facts 
and circumstances. 

(v) In C R No. 161/2007 H. Tliininiaiah Vs. MMT. 

AWARD 

The II Party/Management is not justified in imposing the punishment of termination of I party/ H. Thimmaiah with 
effect from 25.07.1998 and II Party is directed to pay to the I Party 50% of the amount, out of the total amount of back 
wages and other consequential benefits, salary and allowances and all benefits due and payable to the I Party from the 
date of termination, namely, 25.07.1998 till the I Party attains the age of retirement i.e, 13.10.2015 to which the I Party 
would have been entitled in the absence of the impugned termination of service passed by II Party. In computing such 
benefits the I Party shall be deemed have been in continuous service of II Party, till the date the I Party attains the age 
of retirement and the present reference is answered, accordingly, without cost for the above mentioned peculiar facts 
and circumstances. 

(vi) In C R No. 73/2007 K. Mahadeva Shettv Vs. MML 

AWARD 

The II Party/Management is not justified in imposing the punishment of termination of I party/ K. Mahadeva Shetty 
with effect from 01.06.1998 and II Party is directed to pay to the I Party 50% of the amount, out of the total amount of 
back wages and other consequential benefits, salary and allowances and all benefits due and payable to the I Party from 
the date of termination, namely, 01.06.1998 till the I Party attains the age of retirement i.e, 21.01.2015 to which the I 
Party would have been entitled in the absence of the impugned termination of service passed by II Party. In computing 
such benefits the I Party shall be deemed have been in continuous service of II Party, till the date the I Party attains the 
age of retirement and the present reference is answered, accordingly, without cost for the above mentioned peculiar 
facts and circumstances. 

(vii) In C R No. 110/2007 Nanjamma Vs. MML 

AWARD 

The II Party/Management is not justified in imposing the punishment of termination of I party/ Nanjamma with effect 
from 16.04.1998 and II Party is directed to pay to the I Party 50% of the amount, out of the total amount of back wages 
and other consequential benefits, salary and allowances and all benefits due and payable to the I Party from the date of 
termination, namely, 16.04.1998 till the I Party attains the age of retirement i.e, 01.05.2006 to which the I Party would 
have been entitled in the absence of the impugned termination of service passed by II Party. In computing such 
benefits the I Party shall be deemed have been in continuous service of II Party, till the date the I Party attains the age 
of retirement and the present reference is answered, accordingly, without cost for the above mentioned peculiar facts 
and circumstances. 
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(viii) In C R No. 72/2007 J. Rangamina Vs. MMI, 

AWARD 

The II Party/Management is not justified in imposing the punishment of termination of I party/ J. Rangamma with 
effect from 28.01.1998 and II Party is directed to pay to the I Party 50% of the amount, out of the total amount of back 
wages and other consequential benefits, salary and allowances and all benefits due and payable to the I Party from the 
date of termination, namely, 28.01.1998 till the I Party attains the age of retirement i.e, 04.08.2010 to which the I Party 
would have been entitled in the absence of the impugned termination of service passed by II Party. In computing such 
benefits the I Party shall be deemed have been in continuous service of II Party, till the date the I Party attains the age 
of retirement and the present reference is answered, accordingly, without cost for the above mentioned peculiar facts 
and circumstances. 

(ix) In C R No. 75/2007 K Parvathamma Vs. MML 

AWARD 

The II Party/Management is not justified in imposing the punishment of termination of I party/ K Parvathamma with 
effect from 16.04.1998 and II Party is directed to pay to the I Party 50% of the amount, out of the total amount of back 
wages and other consequential benefits, salary and allowances and all benefits due and payable to the I Party from the 
date of termination, namely, 16.04.1998 till the I Party attains the age of retirement i.e, 01.09.2005 to which the I Party 
would have been entitled in the absence of the impugned termination of service passed by II Party. In computing such 
benefits the I Party shall be deemed have been in continuous service of II Party, till the date the I Party attains the age 
of retirement and the present reference is answered, accordingly, without cost for the above mentioned peculiar facts 
and circumstances. 

(x) In C R No. 120/2007 Puttegowda Vs. MML 

AWARD 

The II Party/Management is not justified in imposing the punishment of termination of I party/ Puttegowda with effect 
from 29.06.1998 and II Party is directed to pay to the I Party 50% of the amount, out of the total amount of back wages 
and other consequential benefits, salary and allowances and all benefits due and payable to the I Party from the date of 
termination, namely, 29.06.1998 till the I Party attains the age of retirement i.e, 04.08.2004 to which the I Party would 
have been entitled in the absence of the impugned termination of service passed by II Party. In computing such 
benefits the I Party shall be deemed have been in continuous service of II Party, till the date the I Party attains the age 
of retirement and the present reference is answered, accordingly, without cost for the above mentioned peculiar facts 
and circumstances. 

(Dictated, transcribed, corrected and signed by me on 29 th August, 2017) 

V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 


(i) In C R No. 07/2008 R. Mavamma Vs. MMI, 
List of Witness on the side of I Party: 


WW 1 


Smt. R. Mayamma, I Party/ workman and also, additional evidence 


List of Witness on the side of II Party: 


MW 1 


Sh. Somanna, Assistant Manager, II Party/Management 


Exhibit marked on behalf of I Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex W-l 

29.03.2001 

Order passed in W.P. No. 5615/2001 

Ex W-2 

12.06.2002 

Order passed in W.A. No. 3460/2001 c/w 3459/2001 

Ex W-3 

01.06.2006 

Order passed in W.P. No. 26101/2001 c/w 23798/2001, 23797/2001 & 
23794/2001 
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Exhibit marked on behalf of II Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex M-l 

- 

Register of Employees 


(ii) In C R No. 34/2008 M. Savitramma Vs. MML 
List of Witness on the side of I Party: 


WW 1 


Smt. M. Savitramma, I Party/ workman and also, additional evidence 


List of Witness on the side of II Party: 


MW 1 


Sh. Somanna, Assistant Manager, II Party/ Management 


Exhibit marked on behalf of I Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex W-l 

- 

Membership Application Form 

Ex W-2 

06.06.1998 

Termination order issued to I Party 

Ex W-3 

29.03.2001 

Order passed in W.P. No. 5615/2001 

Ex W-4 

12.06.2002 

Order passed in W.A. No. 3460/2001 c/w 3459/2001 

Ex W-5 

01.06.2006 

Order passed in W.P. No. 26101/2001 c/w 23798/2001, 23797/2001 & 
23794/2001 

Ex W-6 

22.08.2008 

Circular relating to enhancing the superannuation age from 58 years to 60 years 


Exhibit marked on behalf of II Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex M-l 

29.08.1992 

Form ‘O' Report of Medical Examination 

Ex M-2 

- 

Register of Employees 


(iii) In C R No. 46/2007 Giddiah Vs MML 


List of Witness on the side of I Party: 


WW 1 


Sh. Giddiah, I Party/ workman and also, additional evidence 


List of Witness on the side of II Party: 


MW 1 


Sh. Somanna, Assistant Manager, II Party/ Management 


Exhibit marked on behalf of I Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex W-l 

- 

Membership Application Form ‘O’ 

Ex W-2 

28.02.2001 

Termination order issued to I Party 

Ex W-3 

29.03.2001 

Order passed in W.P. No. 5615/2001 

Ex W-4 

12.06.2002 

Order passed in W.A. No. 3460/2001 c/w 3459/2001 

Ex W-5 

01.06.2006 

Order passed in W.P. No. 26101/2001 c/w 23798/2001, 23797/2001 & 
23794/2001 

Ex W-6 

22.08.2008 

Circular relating to enhancing the superannuation age from 58 years to 60 years 
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Exhibit marked on behalf of II Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex M-l 

- 

Register of Employees 


(iv) In C R No. 163/2007 D. Shivalingaiah Vs MML 
List of Witness on the side of I Party: 


WW 1 


Sh. D. Shivalingaiah, I Party/ workman and also, additional evidence 


List of Witness on the side of II Party: 


MW 1 


Sh. Somanna, Assistant Manager, II Party/ Management 


Exhibit marked on behalf of I Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex W-l 

- 

Duty Work allocation Reports 

Ex W-2 

29.05.1998 

Letter from I Party to II Party 

Ex W-3 

27.07.2001 

Workmen Compensation Award 

Ex W-4 

29.03.2001 

Order passed in W.P. No. 5615/2001 

Ex W-5 

12.06.2002 

Order passed in W.A. No. 3460/2001 c/w 3459/2001 

Ex W-6 

01.06.2006 

Order passed in W.P. No. 26101/2001 c/w 23798/2001, 23797/2001 & 
23794/2001 


Exhibit marked on behalf of II Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex M-l 

- 

Register of Employees 


(v) In C R No. 161/2007 II. Thinmiaiah Vs MML 
List of Witness on the side of I Party: 


WW 1 


Sh. H. Thimmaiah, I Party/ workman and also, additional evidence 


List of Witness on the side of II Party: 


MW 1 


Sh. Somanna, Assistant Manager, II Party/ Management 


Exhibit marked on behalf of I Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex W-l 

- 

Membership Application Form 

Ex W-2 

29.03.2001 

Order passed in W.P. No. 5615/2001 

Ex W-3 

12.06.2002 

Order passed in W.A. No. 3460/2001 c/w 3459/2001 

Ex W-4 

01.06.2006 

Order passed in W.P. No. 26101/2001 c/w 23798/2001, 23797/2001 & 
23794/2001 


Exhibit marked on behalf of II Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex M-l 

- 

Register of Employees 
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(vi) In C R No. 73/2007 K. Mahadeva Shetty Vs MML 
List of Witness on the side of I Party: 


WW 1 


Sh. K. Mahadeva Shetty, I Party/ workman and also, additional evidence 


List of Witness on the side of II Party: 


MW 1 


Sh. Somanna, Assistant Manager, II Party/ Management 


Exhibit marked on behalf of I Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex W-l 

14.06.2002 

Employees Provident Fund Certificate 

Ex W-2 

10.06.1998 

Termination order issued to I Party 

Ex W-3 

29.03.2001 

Order passed in W.P. No. 5615/2001 

Ex W-4 

12.06.2002 

Order passed in W.A. No. 3460/2001 c/w 3459/2001 

Ex W-5 

01.06.2006 

Order passed in W.P. No. 26101/2001 c/w 23798/2001, 23797/2001 & 
23794/2001 


Exhibit marked on behalf of II Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex M-l 

- 

Register of Employees 


(vii) In C R No. 110/2007 Naniamma Vs. MML 
List of Witness on the side of I Party: 


WW 1 


Smt. Nanjamma, I Party/ workman and also, additional evidence 


List of Witness on the side of II Party: 


MW 1 


Sh. Somanna, Assistant Manager, II Party/ Management 


Exhibit marked on behalf of I Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex W-l 

22.05.1998 

Termination order issued to I Party 

Ex W-2 

29.03.2001 

Order passed in W.P. No. 5615/2001 

Ex W-3 

12.06.2002 

Order passed in W.A. No. 3460/2001 c/w 3459/2001 

Ex W-4 

01.06.2006 

Order passed in W.P. No. 26101/2001 c/w 23798/2001, 23797/2001 & 
23794/2001 


Exhibit marked on behalf of II Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex M-l 

- 

Register of Employees 


(viii) In C R No. 72/2007 .1. Ranganuna Vs MML 
List of Witness on the side of I Party: 


WW 1 


Smt. J. Rangamma, I Party/ workman and also, additional evidence 


List of Witness on the side of II Party: 


MW 1 


Sh. Somanna, Assistant Manager, II Party/ Management 
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Exhibit marked on behalf of I Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex W-l 

- 

Membership Application Form 

Ex W-2 

29.03.2001 

Order passed in W.P. No. 5615/2001 

Ex W-3 

12.06.2002 

Order passed in W.A. No. 3460/2001 c/w 3459/2001 

Ex W-4 

01.06.2006 

Order passed in W.P. No. 26101/2001 c/w 23798/2001, 23797/2001 & 
23794/2001 


(ix) In C R No. 75/2007 K Parvathamma Vs VIVII, 
List of Witness on the side of I Party: 


WW 1 


Smt. K Parvathamma, I Party/ workman and also, additional evidence 


List of Witness on the side of II Party: 


MW 1 


Sh. Somanna, Assistant Manager, II Party/ Management 


Exhibit marked on behalf of I Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex W-l 

- 

Medical Examination Report Form ‘O’ 

Ex W-2 

22.05.1998 

Termination order issued to I Party 

Ex W-3 

29.03.2001 

Order passed in W.P. No. 5615/2001 

Ex W-4 

12.06.2002 

Order passed in W.A. No. 3460/2001 c/w 3459/2001 

Ex W-5 

01.06.2006 

Order passed in W.P. No. 26101/2001 c/w 23798/2001, 23797/2001 & 
23794/2001 


Exhibit marked on behalf of II Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex M-l 

- 

Register of Employees 


(x) In C R No. 120/2007 Puttegowda Vs MML 
List of Witness on the side of I Party: 


WW 1 


Sh. Puttegowda, I Party/ workman and also, additional evidence 


List of Witness on the side of II Party: 


MW 1 


Sh. Somanna, Assistant Manager, II Party/ Management 


Exhibit marked on behalf of I Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex W-l 

- 

Membership Application Form 

Ex W-2 

29.06.1998 

Termination order issued to I Party 

Ex W-3 

29.03.2001 

Order passed in W.P. No. 5615/2001 

Ex W-4 

12.06.2002 

Order passed in W.A. No. 3460/2001 c/w 3459/2001 

Ex W-5 

01.06.2006 

Order passed in W.P. No. 26101/2001 c/w 23798/2001, 23797/2001 & 
23794/2001 


Exhibit marked on behalf of II Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex M-l 

- 

Register of Employees 
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^T. 3TT. 2178 . —+ f^TP? stIt^HT, 1947 (1947 R 14) STITT 17 % 3]-1,4 TO # 
%^T 4<=hk ^rnf f%^TT TFRT frRTR %-TH'TH-i % TTWRT % TR7g[ sftT TH% 

^vjfrnrf % ®TN suj^sr if f-iRs 3i)R)Ri =6 if ^--sR h<t>k thiR iRi 47 srfsrrTTT sspt -rdtttdt- 

1, SURE? % WR: (TTRf WTT 194/1994) TRnf^cT ^Tcft |, RT HR7TT 01/09/2017 4?T 
RTTfSTT 2TTI 

[7t. ttr- 29012/33/1993-3TT^3TR(TTTr)] 

TT%$T fTTTT, 3RT hRr 

New Delhi, the 6th September, 2017 

S.O. 2178.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 194/1994) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-1, Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Bihar State Mineral Development Corporation and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 01/09/2017. 

[No. L-29012/33/1993-IR(M)] 
RAJESH KUMAR, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, DHANBAD 

In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d) (2A) of I.D.Act. 1947. 

Reference: No. 194/1994 

Employer in relation to the management of BSMDC, 

AND 

Their workmen 


Present: Shri R.K.Saran, Presiding Officer 

Appearances: 

For the Employers : None 

For the workman : None 

State : Jharkhand Industry- Mines 

Dated: 16.8.2017 

AWARD 

By order No. L-29012/33/1993-IR(M) dated 29/07/1994, the central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub -section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Bihar State Mineral Development Corporation, Chandula, 
simalgoda Project, Bakudih in suspending mining operations from 12/01/1993 to 26/01/93 and 
withholding wages of Shri Badal Soren and 79 other workmen is justified ? If not, to what relief are the 
workmen entitled to? 

Note :- List of workman is not enclosed alongwith order of reference 

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties are noticed. But appearing for certain dates none appears subsequently. 
Case remains pending. It is felt that the disputes between the parties have been resolved in the meantime. Hence No 
Dispute Award is passed. Communicate. 


R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 
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[4. TTFr-26012/4/2009-3Trf3Trr(iTTT)] 

Tf^T ^HTTf, 3f+r 7ff%+ 


New Delhi, the 6th September, 2017 

S.O. 2179.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 88/2009) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Bhilai Steel Plant and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
01/09/2017. 


[No. L-26012/4/2009-IR(M)] 
RAJESH KUMAR, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/88/2009 


The President, 

Metal Mines Workers Union, 

Dallirajhara, 

Durg (CG) .. .Workman/Union 


Versus 


Assistant General Manager (P Mines & ES), 

Bhilai Steel Plant, 

Bhilai, Durg (CG) .. .Management 


AWARD 

Passed on this 6 th day of July, 2017 

1. As per letter dated 22-10-2009 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section-10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification 
No.L-26012/4/2009-IR(M). The dispute under reference relates to: 


"Whether the management of Bhilai Steel Plant in their Rajhara Mines. Dallirajhara is justified in not 
changing the date of birth of Shri Bishal Singh P.No.857483 from 8-4-1950 to 4-4-1958 as demanded by 
President of Metal Mines Workers Union? To what relief the workman is entitled?” 
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2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party President of Metal Mines workers Union 
submitted statement of claim on behalf of workman Bishal Singh. Case of Union is Bishal Singh is engaged in mine of 
2 nd party through contractor on 20-6-93. After departmentalization, respondent management posted workman at DPR 
vide order dated 12-10-96. Workman was working as Attendant at Dalli Manual Mines. Earlier contractor had orally 
engaged workman as labour on 20-6-93. The contractor had not called any documents about his educational 
qualifications. Workman was appointed as DPR unskilled on regular basis on 12-10-96 and his seniority had also 
been considered. At the time of absorbing workman as DPR. management did not call any documents relating to his 
qualification. Workman also not submitted any documents to the management. Appointment order was issued on 
12-10-96. Then workman came to know that his date of birth was wrongly recorded 18-4-50 instead of 12-2-48. That 
he passed 5 th standard examination in 1971, his date of birth was mentioned 14-2-58 in marksheet as well as transfer 
certificate. 

3. It is submitted that workman had immediately approached management for correction of his date of birth in 
1997. He submitted middle school transfer certificate along with his representation. Management had replied that on 
the basis of medical examination form filled by workman prior to departmentalization, his date of birth was mentioned 
18-4-50. Said date of birth mentioned in Form B despite workman had not submitted any document to contractor. That 
workman had filled medical examination form. His signature was obtained on blank form. Workman was not aware on 
what basis contractor has mentioned his date of birth 18-4-1950. Workman submits that management did not give him 
opportunity of hearing or prove that his date of birth was 14-2-58. Management not corrected his date of birth workman 
was victimized without his fault. Procedure adopted by management amounts to victimization violating natural justice. 
On such ground, workman prays for correction of his date of birth. 

4. 2 nd party filed Written Statement opposing claim of workman. It is contented that as per terms of reference his 
date of birth is 14-4-1958. The statement of claim submitted by 1st party is not as per terms of reference. In statement 
of claim and documents produced by workman, the date of birth is shown 14-2-58. Workman further submits that 
workman was engaged as contractual labour on 20-6-93 prior to departmentalization on 31-5-96. Workman declared 
his date of birth to 18-4-50. In all the documents Form B Register, service book- same date of birth was recorded. 
Workman had obtained driving licence on 16-2-72 assuming he was of 18 years at the time of getting driving licence. 
Age of workman would be only 14 years. It is reiterated as per his date of birth, notice of superannuation was received 
on 6-11-09 and workman superannuated on 6-1-10. That Assistant General Manager (P-Mines and ES) impleaded as 
party to the reference. No such post is existing. However Written statement is submitted on behalf of Bhilai Steel 
Plant. It is reiterated that Bishal Singh was contractual labour, he was departmentalized as DPR on 12-10-96. Workman 
himself has declared his date of birth 4-2-58 at the time of departmentalization. 2 nd party submits that it is responsibility 
of workman to prove that date of birth at time of appointment as contract labour and departmentalization. 2 nd party 
prays claim of workman be rejected. 

5. Workman filed rejoinder reiterating his contentions in statement of claim. 

6. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:- 


(i) Whether the management of Bhilai Steel Plant in their Rajhara 
Mines, Dallirajhara is justified in not changing the date of birth of 
Shri Bishal Singh P.No.857483 from 18-4-1950 to 14-4-1958 as 
demanded by President of Metal Mines Workers Union? 

In Affirmative 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

Workman is not entitled to any relief. 


REASONS 

7. The term of reference pertains to legality of not correct date of birth of Bishal Singh. Claim of workman is 
denied. Workman filed affidavit of his evidence supporting his contentions in statement of claim. That he was working 
as contract labour from 20-6-92. On 2-0-96, he was departmentalized on the post of unskilled attendant. When 
appointment order was issued, he noticed that date of birth was recorded 18-4-50 instead of 14-2-58. He had passed 5 th 
standard in 1971, in marksheet, date of birth was recorded 14-2-58. He submitted correction of his date of birth in 1997. 
Contractor or management had not asked documents about date of birth. On his request, his date of birth was not 
corrected. Service book was prepared on 22-6-99. Prior to it, he submitted application for retirement. Illegally, he is 
superannuated on 30-6-2010. In his cross examination, workman admits before departmentalization in Bhilai Steel 
Plant, he was working under contractor, his Form B was not prepared. His signature was obtained on plain paper. He 
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says that he doesnot know what is written in his affidavit. After appointment in Bhilai Steel Plant, he had filled PF 
Form. That form for medical examination Exhibit M-5 bears his signature. He was holding driving licence Exhibit M-6. 
He also admits his signature on M-7. He denies that his date of birth is of 1950. Workman was re-examined and 
documents W-2 to 4 were admitted in evidence. In his cross examination, workman says he was working under 
contractor before his appointment in Bhilai Steel Plant in 1996. During 1993 to 996, he was working under contractor. 
He was departmentalized as per agreement between Union and management. Exhibit W-3,4 were received by him from 
School in 1971. He not produced those documents with contractor or management of Bhilai Steel Plant. After his 
departmentalization in Bhilai Steel Plant, his Form B was prepared. 

8. Management’s witness Mahadev filed affidavit of evidence supporting whole contentions in Written statement 
filed by management. That the date of birth of workman 8-4-50 was declared by workman himself. Workman had 
obtained licence on 16-2-72. His age was only 14 years. Documents Exhibit M-l to M-l 1 are admitted from evidence 
of management’s witness. In his cross, witness says he was appointed by management. His date of birth was recorded 
by management in Form B. that Form B remains in custody of Mines Manager. Any document was not called from 
management about his date of birth. After receiving Form B from contractor, any document about date of birth was not 
called from workman. After workman was appointed as regular employee in 1996, documents about his date of birth 
was called from him. Management’s witness claims ignorance that the date of birth of workman in Form B register was 
written by oral information or on the basis of documents. Management’s witness claims ignorance whether in 1997, 
workman submitted application for correction of date of birth along with School Leaving Certificate of 5 th standard. He 
admits that service record of workman, his date of birth was shown as per Form B Register. Management’s witness 
denied copy of Form B Register shown to him. Management’s witness claims ignorance whether information in M-5 
was not personally filed by workman. 

9. Though workman claims that he had submitted application for correction of date of birth, said document is 
not proved. Turning to documentary evidence, in Exhibit W-l order of superannuation. Exhibit W-2 appointment order 
dated 12-10-96 date of birth of workman is recorded 18-4-50. In Exhibit W-3 Marksheet W-4 Transfer Certificate date 
of birth of workman is recorded 14-2-58. Those documents were not produced by workman before contractor or 
management of Bhilai Steel Plant. Documents produced by management Exhibit M-l is Circular No. 87. Para 2(1) 
provides- Wherever the date of birth/ age of employees has already been established on the basis of any valid 
documents once produced such as Educational Certificate, Gram Panchayat Certificate or Service Certificate from the 
previous employer etc. the same should not be changed at all. Para-2 provides that personal data, service book, 
attestation form, application for admission to CPF etc. duly signed by the employee and accepted by the management, 
the same should be treated as final and no more change be allowed at a subsequent stage. Exhibit M-2 is circular dated 
10-4-04- Para 3(ii) provides- No change in the date of birth shall be allowed if such requests are received from 
employees during the last 5 years of their service for any reason whatsoever. In Exhibit M-4,5 & 7, date of birth of 
workman is recorded 18-4-50. Exhibit M-6 is Driving Licence issued to workman on 16-2-72. Workman was informed 
about superannuation vide Exhibit M-7. In Exhibit M-8, his date of birth is recorded 18-4-50. There is no cogent 
evidence that workman requested correction of his date of birth in 1997or till his retirement. Exhibit M-11 is judgment 
by Civil Court in case of Kailash Nath Yadav which is not useful for deciding dispute between parties. Considering 
evidence and the circulars produced by management, claim of workman for correction of date of birth is not justified. 
For above reasons, I record my finding in Point No. 1 in Affirmative. 

10. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management of Bhilai Steel Plant is justified in not changing the date of birth of 
Shri Bishal Singh P.No.857483 from 18-4-1950 to 14-4-1958 is legal and proper. 

(2) Workman is not entitled to any relief. 


R.B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

fWft, 8 facTFsR, 2017 
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Rfeicfe tfepg faiTMcbi fefc 444 ) cpfepfer 4> #4, srjfer 3 fefe: fetferffep four 3 

717447 3f!fel Rl 4> 3lffeF7<T/SFT -4I4M4, 7444/ 4? (wf W1 06/1995) 45t 444^14 477cfl t, fet 

717447 45j 07/09/2017 45t 4T7T §3TT 2R | 

[71. TcT - 22012/326/1994-3inf. 3117. (Tft-Il)] 

tfjFt ffe?, 3FJJ-TFT srferft 
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New Delhi, the 8th September, 2017 

S.O. 2180.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 06/1995) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court laipur as 
shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Food Corporation of India, and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 07/09/2017. 

[No. L-22012/326/1994 - IR(C-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH. Section Officer 


street 

arteilRicp -mi infocf>MU|, uirhr 

7&RT R~, Tft.aiT^.A 06/1995 
RRR 59/2014 

^RT^TT: 7^ RTRETR RR d'dldd, Rsf fteefT 7?7T 3TT^T RTRTTfT ReT-22012/RRT (326)/94- aR^.aiR. 
(#-11) ftdl'cb 1.2.1995 

«fT ct'isl Nivr| RR[ 3TRRTR f^TF RTRRT TfTRRT 7RR RRR # fTtRTR RRR, f^TeTT-^ J MIH J K -RTsff 

RRTR 

RKcTTR TIM f^FTR, ^-39, RRTR RFf, /fT-RT?(R, RTRRR -3TRTsff 

tfldl>lflH arf^HUlft: 3ft 7f>RK RTRf, STTRTtR-R(-T^T. 

RHt/s-TH 

RTsff c£[ 3 TR T) yfvrf^rf^T ^ 3 TTR#. #T | 3 TRTsff 3 TK TT fcfRTR Rfcrf^ # RcTlRT RR 

(Bedel I 

ftyTIcb 3HT^ : 15.05.2017 
3HTT^ 

RRR RTN cb IN t£ RR RRTeTR 7f?[ 3TIW R7RT7?7 7^-22012/326/94-3TT^.3TTR(#-Il) Rdl'cb 
1.2.1995 7f) T«TFT RT Rdl'cb 24.7.2002 7f/ 7?7T frRR frfRTR R7T 3M |73TT 1% : 

"Whether the action of the management of FCI at regional office jaipur and that at its Depot sribijainagar in 
terminatting Sh. Lekhraj from services is legal & justified ? If not what relief the workman is Entitled to?" 

RTsff ijPliH 7f?[ 3TR TT 3TTR7 Tf/fR EfRT TfW R^STR f^TR t 1 % RTsff R^Tf! RfRRM 7f?[ 

PlR,Od fTfRSft f^FTR 7J> RffeRT 3TT^T Rdl'cb 19.12.1986 TT f7[RTR RRR rjRTR if R?[ R^ eft | fftRgft 
fftRR RRT RTeff Tbt 3T7f7RR f[ fftRTRT 15.4.1989 7?ft TjcR ?T 3TeTR 7?R f^RT I RTeff RfftcfT RRT 

R7R erf efft ^cR 3T7[f^r R 240 f^TRR TT 3lf^7R TRrJ fftiRT f | RTeff RRT RRRT 7ft RTR Rc[R RR: Rr 4 CR 
e(ft RTRR RTstRT 7RRT RR R[ RTj TRJR TR R^f fftlRT RRTI fuREfft f^TTRTRR TfRffffrj RRTR7R RR 
3TTR7TH RTRRR 7f> RRR Tfft Rlfft tr cpj/ RRTRtcTT d/l f 3 TTI fftRSft RRSTTR gKI $Pl 0 cldd Rlfft 
RfftTfT 7f?r clRbddl TJ^ft RRI^ R?ft Rfr RRTR7R RR 3R^7fR TfF^rj t/ 7 ^. dfe f^RTTR 9.10.92 

7 / 3PJRR RTaff 7RT RTR 7RR RRRR 2 RR c|R«dl R 3tRhT SR I fcfRSft RjRR eRRT c|R«dl ^rT( R Tj 1 
^ 2 R 7 R cf> rRrr[ 7 R[ TSR^ RW f^RT RRT #cfjR RTaff rR[cR cR[ R-SR^ R^f fcfjZR RRT | ftRaft RfRR 
fiKI aileilRlTR fcfcRR c/ R|t|d 1957 7J?[ ERR 77—78 tri deeldd Rhdl % I fcfRS?T Pldd gKI RTsff tr[ 
^7R ^ cf> RTR 3RR^ rR[ 7R TfRRRRR, gTRRRR, R^RTR 3Rf^ 7R^ rRrr[ 7RT R7I feRT 

RRT I fTTRSft RTR 3 TR[f^[RR 7 f?[ ERR 25-Rf[ RTf 25 RR, 25 RRT 7/ aRfRRTR RTRERR) RR ReeTRR f%RT 
RRT 11 RTsff rR[ 7 R trT 7 RT% RT[^ Rtfc 5 R RT 3TTRR RR R#f f^RT RRT I RTsff R?[ #RRf 7 RT 3TgR[R R 
3T%T t I 3RR R RTsff SfforfT 7 ^ RfTTTRf^R aTjf^RT RTf 3T%T RSR ^R RTRR TRFj RSR RTf ^R: 

ftwefr ^rr ^rr ^7TT3Tf t?r trr rsr rrtrrt rtr! Rdiil trt^ tjr Mrr 1%rt 11 
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1986 rf frfrft TERTH RET RRrf HR eHIHI RTR^ HER feRFT M t M HEcTlH FTTH frfTH RET 
rfrrfeTH TTcf £ETHtrf RR/rfS'I RET Plrffrfd RrfRRrf Rff 3THrf REaRR H Wf R RSRrf RErf RR 
rfHcTT RR7 RT-H^flcll Rdlrf 12.4.1991 rf 3FRrfR F/R SR HEEg HRR RHH^fldl rf 3TR/TE RTaff RET 
did Rff FERRE <Pl4 dFl R>rf rf <PK U I rf|$ FTTH MIRI RErf RR 3Tf4<PI'<l RF) HFT I RHlTrf TRaff gK| 
Rff 1990-91 H 3FR RrfRTfrfff rf FTTar RRrf Hrf frfRi sr 3TR: HTrf nff FRR RdH^fldl HR rfrf WT 
TTDRT RErf RR 3TfffRRrf Hrf WIT RRT RSR HTfft Hit FERaff MFT RET nrft rf ^rflRRd Hrf frfHT 
RRT t HTrf FRH TFT 1990-91 rf HRrf HR FHfrflR H rfrf rf RHER R RHH^fldl rf R?R rfrf rf FTTH 
HER RErf RR FffrfcEl'ff drf HFT I rfEF rf FE J NIF rf ejclldl § 1% rfvjjRTFT cEE erf cjRtFRT 'Tjrf 
RErf FTFTHRT rf RHTrf rf RaR FRET RR-4 HR 3? rf rf F^rf FRRTSE t F^ RR4 Rc|H Rfrf t 
rfrfRE RR Rffrf frfETrf FEsEEH rf Rlrf rf rf?T Hrf t RaTT rfrfRE HR fffRRrf RRrf RR- 5 R 6 t RaR 
el FIRM nff T-aRrf Hrf frfHT an | 

3THTrf HTrf HTHrfE rf rfrfHTSH rf t frf RTaff rfrfR; rfT 3RRsff FH-aRR rf Irfrflfrfd Hrf 
frfHT an Ran 12 RTF' rf HTrf 4 240 frfd eHlldK RRrf Rrf frfnT r^T RTaff rfrfRE HR rfrfRI aR RaR 
HTrf Rff rfRTRRR Hrf frfnT RRT RfrfE RTaff FRH rf RRrf HR HHfrflR Hrf FRR aR | frfEF R F^R 
RRTF" 4 FRR ^TR rf rfWR rfrRT t 1% RTaff rflSRER rf rfdl'cE 19.12.1986 rf 15.4.1989 dR7 RRR 
frfRT rf rfrf RR4 f4RR RR Rrf RRrf RR-3 t RaR RRrf RR-4 rf RRrf RR-8 rf?T rf^R f| ^ 
RRTF" 4 F'R ^TR rf F^ rflRT t 1% rflSIRER 7rf rflRTR rf R7RT rf afrf FTfrfrf R rffc tRT Ft I 

3RR2ff TRaft RerfcFRR rffF 4 RT^RRaR rf t frf RF TFT 1982 rf rfrntrf 

RR^RSR rf RFT rfRrft RIRRT t RaR rf^RRM RR 7rfg3TeI aifrfE aR RSR rfdl'cE 12.4.1991 RR 

'HBFitdl RRrf RR—7 t RaR frfrfTE 1.10.1991 R7[ rff^R RRlrftaR^ rf TRaj ^ frfRfrf crfg3TeI a#fRI 
r 4 ciRfcddl rf arjRN rfRatt a#fR7 Trf rfRT R felRT aR frfRRrf Rfrf RRrf RR-8 t RaR rf 

arfRI 1989 R rfRRl 16 frfR RRrf frfRT SR RSR eFRRvR rf frfRR 4 TFT 1986 4 rfRT 4 rff^RR Rrf 
^3R RaR Rrf Rrft rfciiyRR Rrf rflRT RRT aR | frfRF" 4 F^f RRTF 4 RRrf FRe^-2 RRRR RR RTRcfFT 
Tim rffRR rf WTRR7 RRtTRT RRT TRTrf FtRT rflcEKI t RaR rfRF 4 F^f RRTF rf RF RrfRRRT t rfr 
el'lsRM § u f(^|'J| TRj^ rfRRrf RR RRrf Rrf RTRRT aR RSR rr rfrfRR RR RrfRTrf Ft rfRT Rlrf RRFT 
rf?T Rrf rfRRT 11 

3TRT4t RTatt RrfjRR 4 3RTrf RTaR R RRTRT t rfr RF t TJ FfrfR rfRRrf TjRIRTR rf Rrf 
TFT 1980 rf RRrfRT aR RSR rf^RRER RRxjRTeT arfrfE aR RSR rffRR rf rf^RTER Rt frfpFRR 1986 4 
rfRT 4 f4^RR Rrf rfRRT aR RSR rtf' arfeT 1989 R RETTRRR Rrf rfRRT aR | rfRF 4 F^ RRTF 4 
RRTRT t 1% rfTIRRT ^rfRTT RR RrfRTrf Ft, rfHT Rlrf RRRR tfRT Hrf 1%RT 11 RRfrf RTRar RR RFT 
Rrf aR, 3EETRt rf RTRST RR RR FTRTaTR RTRRT frfR a\ | 

3TR ^RTRTrfEERR rf RRaT 3RTRTRrfR f^Fg RF t rfr RRT RTrff RrfRRR rft elFFM frfratt 
frfRR rf RET rff^RR RRtRRR aR 7R RTR^RFR rf RlrfR? R frfratt frfRR rf rffRET RfrfrfrfT 4 

RFRT Rot rfr RTaff arfrfE 4 PlRrfd RR Rlrf 3TTrf?T rf?T Rrf rfrRT f RaR fffRsff TRSRR R ^rfRTR rf 
RTR)R RrfRTrf eTRTR TRTrf R# f RaR Rjsff rfrfE rfrrfrfR TRJF ^EPTrf RR^RRR RR arfrfE aR rff 
RTRrfRT RRrf RR-3 rf RRrf FR“8 rf RRTF t RaR RRrf FRe^-2 Rff 1989 RR t FRfrf RF RES 
Hrf FtRT frf RTaff arfrfE rf frfRrf fffR rfERRff RERR rf RRrf frfRT RaR RTrf arfrfE 3TRTrf RET 
frfrffrfE Rrf frfRT RRT aR | 

F^TEff RfrfEE rf RTrf rf fcrfTR Rfrfrffrf rf RFR Rff frf RTrff arfrfE RTT RErffR FTET rffRR rf 
RtRTR rf TEErf, RFrfRTrf R RRrf FTerf rf RRrf rf frfR RrfpTeT rfRR rf RET rf 11/ —E. RfrfrfR rf 
%RTR rf fffRfRT 19.12.1986 rf RtfrfEE 3Rrf?T rf rf^RR frfRT RRT aR rsr Rjsff Rrf[R) rfrrfrfR TRJF 
rfRRrf RTF^RFR RR RTrf arfrfE Rrf RFT aR rft rfr 3TRTrf rf[RR rf RTRTR RRFT FRE^-1 R RRFT 
RR RRrf FRE^-2 rf RES t RaR rfTrfrfR TRJF rfRRrf RTF^RST rf RTRTrfR RRrf RR-5 rf RRrf 
RR-8 rf Rtrf RrfRT F^T 4rfdF RR rfrfE RFT rf rfRT Rtrf Ferf^R Hrf t RfcRT RTF 3EfeT 1988 R 
rf^ferf rfEg FEEtrf RTF^RFR R>t rfRR rfRT RRT aR TRRfrf RTfft rfrfE rf TFT 1986 rf frfrft 
frfTR RR rfrfE rfFT Rtrf RrfRTrf aR RSR frfrrf Rff RT5R rf RF RaR RTR^ R-aRfffR Hrf t frf RTrf 
RTTrfRSR RR rfrfE rf I 
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RR TOTOTO R Rt?TTO RRRRfft cf?T hYRsI cjo TO RffRfTO TO?FF TOF TO f^TOT I /TO 3TRrefFsT TOTO 
MRRleH f^TOTT I 

3TRrRFsT R MRffleH R W>ff FTOaff efFTOFTTOT TOff FTOafe TOTO R4dd toR eft TOTaff FTOaff efFIFTTOT R 

3Trofff roRaro efr wro toto tof R t toftot iwr R 3rRfFTOaro ^fr 11% toft^ RrrofRr Rfroaff 

TOfTST RFTTO 3TTTOTF RfeTTO TOR TO RRfTOT ReFT TOTR toRitot ^ RTOT TO 4lRsfe, 3TT^TOT R RTOTTOT 19.12.1986 

toR 11 /-to mRiRh R flrorR R ^p?r to^ aff i ?ror totot? toR fRF? if to? tosto 3tttot t fR tot? tortr 

1989 TOTOT eFTTTOTF fRTOT t TOafT FTOT 1989 TO FTFTOTR RfTO TOT? TOTO RcFT TO?Rft R fffFTOTO R fRefT aTT 
TOSTO TOFTOfff TOTOTOTTO fRroaR fRTOTO TOT RfffTTOF RcTT an TOafT FTOT 1987 TO TOTOFT TOTTTOR TOTOR fRTOT 11 ?TOT 
TOTOT? TO?T f^R? if ?FT fR/j TOT TORR TOfeTTOffeRT TOR t fR FTFTOtR fRroaff fRTOTO ?TFT f^TOTTO 19.12.1986 

toR 11 /-to. yRiRn R %ftoto R RfRror Rroro toRR R ftot if fffffllRid to 1Rtot ?t TOafT roroR toto^-i 

TO TOTO?f TOTOe^-2 TOff TOf f^R? TO /Ref TO^f fRTOT TOTOT t TOSTO fRroaff FTOaffTOTO TOR? Ref TOTOf TO FTTORf 
R i6 /TO TOelR■TO Ri6 /TO RafFH Rf FTTaTO TOT iff f/R RR "TOTTaTO dR) 31 1 41 R fR TOFT 1986 TO TOFT 
1987 if TOTaff aTfRTOT TOTO R?fei J l T/Fg RFTORff TOTTOfRjTOF TORT IRRIRd fRTOT TOTOT R TOfeTOT TOTOT? 
TOerfcFTO fR? Rf TOTTaTO R TO? TORS t fR R TOR? fR? FTOTOTTTO <jR<TOF TOff 1988-89 TO 1989-90 TO 
1990-91 if TOTF^TOSTO af TOT Rr 3TTOTaff R TOFTOTRtt TOTOR /TO-4 Rf fR TOT? 3RfeT 1988 R TOTR 1991 
TOTOT TO? Rroifc TOTORarfcT TOTO t RTTOfif R/TOTeT cfTOF R TOFT if TOTOT FTFTOTO 2 if TOTaff affRro RfsIFM Rf 
TOTORaffcT TOff 1988-89 TO 267 fffTOTO fffFsTT FFfff t TOafT TO? TOFTOTRtt Rroaff fRTOTO TOTO t TOafT RrR 
TOTR TOTO/RtSF TOTO arfifTOT TOTaff cjff TOR TOTOTTOT ^3TT t ?TeftR TOTOR TJTO-3 ff t?TO T^g R TOTORtoSTO R 
^ TOTOT TOSfT t RRro TOff 1986 R 1987 TOTT TOR TOTaff TOTO RtoRtTOT 3TTOTaff fffTOTO t TOT TO? TOtR 3TTOTOTOTO 
TOT TOFTOTcTO TOTTaTO TfTOT TOTaff eff ^ITOel TOR t TOafT TOTOR ?TO-5 R TOTOR ^TO-8 if TOTaff gffffroT TOTO 
TOTR TOTTO 3fRTO TOR t TOafT TOTTO 3TTOTaff IRlTO to?T TOITaTO R R TO? TOTOTOT t R ffo R?(el' J l T^g 
RtotoR totoRtosto tot tot? 3Rft 1988-1989 R Rroaff Rftto R ^rar RRro roff t R Rr TOTaff Rffror 
tot RroR 19.12.1986 R Rroaff Rftto if ffRrror ffroro roRff arRiror R toft if totoRtoto ^3tt t R Rroaff 
Rftto R to?itoto> arro 3 tttototo RRto totto^f R toR ffro tottotto totoR tototo^-i to Rroaff Rftto R 
toR RtoTTOT 19.12.1986 R RlRRfd ?tff TOTO TOSTO toRTTOT t TOafT Rroaff RFTTO R TOf?TTOTOT 3TTTOTTO TOTOtTTOT 
TOTO TOTOFT TOTO TOTOR TOTOe^-2 TOTaff arfifTOT TOTT RtoRt 1.1.1987 R Rroaff RFTTO TO TOTORFTO ?R TOTO TOSTO 

toRttot t RttotoR Rroaff Rftto toR 3tR totR fcrtototoR Froaro ?ft tosto R toR if toR t tot Rtf tototo 
roar toR Froaro R RRroro R rorefFTOTOFT ^roTTOTRfTOTFro toto Rtoto toto to? t Rt roTaff Froaff Rfiffto toR 
TOfRrror tR toftotRR to?ttoto R TOTaff RRttot Rtto totR R toft if Rrofror 19 . 12.1986 R Rrofror 
15.4.1989 totot Rroaff Rftto if totoRfto ?Rtt FaroRro 1 1 

3TTO ^TOTTOTRTTOTFTO TO>T TO? RsTTOT ff Rt TOTOT TOTaff arRfTOT TOff RTOT R ?TOTTf ullff R ^4ddl TOff if 
TfTOT TOT#J?F TOff ff 240 RTO R 3tRtTOT TOtR TOF FTeFTO F?T t ? 

?FT FTTOST if TOTaff R R?pt TORRfRr R TO?FT TOff fR TOTaff arRfTOT RTOTTOT 19.12.1986 R RTOTTOT 
15.4.1989 TOTOT TOTTffFTO F?T t TOafT IfTOT TOff R 3 tR|TOT FTTOTOTTORr TO RTOT TO F?ff R 240 fffTOFT R TOTTO TOTOff 
fRTOT R, TO? TOSTO F-aillffd TOTfR TO? TOTF RTTOFTTTOT TOF ff TOTTOfR TOTaff Rf FTTaTO R TfTOT TOff R 3 tR|TOT 
3ttoR totot totR totftot F-anRro ti ?ftR roRfroroF if 3rroTaff Rftto R R?tto roRfRrRr R to?ft TOff fR 
RfTRTO R RiTO^FT if RTOTTOTOTO (Rf TOl4 TOff TOTRFTO TOT? TOff 3TfRTO TO ?R R ?FT 'TOTTOTRfTOTFTO toR Rtot 
TO ffTOFTTTO TOTaff toRtoTOF ?TFT TOTOT/ totR TOF TO? RffR TOTTOR TOTO RTOlRlTOTTF TOR t TOafT TOTaff RRcj7 R 
240 fRfFT R 3TRrTOT TOtR TOR fRTOT 11 

3TTOTaff Rftto R Rttotto toRftRt R ?ff toR R Ffroar R ^nroTRfTOTFro toto kttto Rfto ^nRrror 
RrRr?roRf toR 3Rf 3tff^ fRroT t - 

1. / 3tR 3TTF 2002 /FF.Fff. 1147 

2. /TO TOTOdffef, TOTOTO^F TOTOTTO RfTOT eTTeT TO 3 TOTO | 

2003 TOTO^/eT fR (FM.) \ Fff 127 
TO?TRF TOTTOTOSF TOTOTTO RTOfRRlF I 


3. 
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2003 HHd£ Ifd ft 425 

4. Hjfn *T r R ffeTT WM HHHTHlf 3THH 

2006 IRH ft ft (ijd IRIS IRH) 38 

5. fsft HdTH IRig HRRd f^RRT IRIS fqft fcT. HHR HctH 3TRE HRt., 3TR I[d 3TR 
1991 (l) 265 

6. HHffs 3TRE 3TRTHf?T HHR ft. HRRRtHH HTH I[ 3Tlf 3TR 2000 IRB.fft 1729 

7. HTHH HTHR ffHH feT. HR Iff 2012 (l 32) IRE I?d 3TR 500 

8. flff HHR THd HtHH ff HTHHH cf 3RT, 2015(4) HHd£ I[cT ft (HRt) 331 

9. ft.IRH. fteI HHd£ HHd£ TjffHH HHR RHdTHf ffdfH 3TRE HRH HRft 3TPE 
ftftfftW I[ df 3TR 2016 IRH.ft. 4441 

?HTf yfcMiK H HTff f ff[R yffffff f Heftd HTHH ft 1% HlflER f IRE cpf f 240 ffd f HR 
cETf ffHT | HH HSH HHTftH HRf HH HR RtHtHEE HH t HHT HTff dfflE HH ffHEE 15.4.1989 fT 
fHT ft H SHTHT HHT ft sfH HSH HH ftHTH H HtHR 3THTff RRH HH HH 3lffc[HH H HfTSH t ff cpf 
1989-90 f HHfeR HHH Hdf HH HhR-HH Hff S/TT ^HrfeR HTFT HtHT qfcKHH ft ffff HH fTHTH H 

ft hst fEfnr f Rthhr h fHT nf hhr ft fffar fffH ft h ft ft ftf W nff hsht t nffE 
ffnaft Rrh f fEfn ft fim ft ^Htft ft ft ffHrft HRftn hthrhr retter f 3rrf?T 
TJRT.ft. Rllfd Re ffftHR HHH 6551 /2003 ffHHE 24.5.2005 f ^sIlRd ft Hf t HHT ft ft.ft. 
Rt'ftd ftHd 3ftd Rs HHH 728/2005 3TTf?T fftlf 11.8.2005 f fflft ftHH ft HTtRet ft Hf 
ft HHT HTf f ffgR MRRRr f RRTffERH HH KIR R[R RTffE RRurhI ft 3TR 3TEER ffHT 

1. ftHR ^sR/Hd IREHRfHtnT ff. HHR HRE Iff H 3RT | (2007) 1 IRH fft ft (l[d 
IRIS IRH) 961 

2. 1998 HHd^IRd ft (% ft) 178 

3. 2000 (87) IRE Hd 3TR 228 HR^ 

4. 2003(l) HHd^ IRd ft 47 

5. sRhHH HHR H 3RT HHR IRRfTHH 3Tlf/3TR ffffe 3TEE IREft3Tff H 3RT | 
2014 (l 41) IRE I[eT 3TR 74 

6. ft ft f ffffeetf fel. HHR H#R HH 

3Hf 3TR 2009 IRH ft 2205 

7. f. ff; Hlf ef HHR HHEER ^tHdT 2010 (124) IRE IRd 3TR 72 

8. ffe 3TRE RRRSTR H 3RT HHR #ff ftHT Hlf H 3RH 2007(5) ^ ft 466 

9. ff^RIR H?fR HeH fel. 3RFR HHR ^g%Hd ff^Hd HR^T H 3RT | 1993(l) 

IRd ft 415 

10. f. frffH fRtH fftfefg fel. HHR Hfe H 3RT | 2010(4) ^d ft 660 

ff HHH HST f fftR mRRRRH ft HHH HT HHH ffHT if HHftHH RTffE Ifffwff HH 
RHTRjfE HffftdH ffHT I 

3Tfff5T f HfeftdH f 3THTff ffTH HH HTHTH HHf ^d^-1 f fftHE 19.12.1986 f If Hlf 
15.4.1989 TEE HTft dffE HH Hdf HT fdR FtHT if HR 3lfd 1989 H IHH Hdf HT HHRsR H 
ftf HH 3TffHHH ffHT t HHT HTft dfflE If Hlf 19.12.1986 f if nf 1987 f HHRT HH HHHt 
HHd^-2 f fffE fR HTft f HR H Hdf HRHT HcHST HR f IRES t HHT HHRT HH ufft HRf 
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dlrf wm 3TFTK yrfiyi yrf RTSy rf rfd yRrf yyff lgyR^-2 yy rffff TsRigy rff frfyfff rff arfe rf 
yrf t day frfyfff rf fr yyff yy-4 rf w yrff 1988 rf 3irfyr 1989 dyi 284 frfyyr eft yyff 

yRyi yyiy t err frfy yiaff frfyyR yy 1987 y yy 1988 rf yyff frfyi ffr yrf 12 w rf 240 

frfyy rf yyr yyff frfyT rf yy yifrfci yRrf yy yR ury waff yfrfyr rf 3iyrff ylfey yrey yy 
yydirfy yyff yy^-i y frfygff frfyy yy yym yy yyff yyy^-2 rf yRffrfyr yR yy frfyiyy yRrf 
rf yyyTy frfysff frfyy rf rftff waff yisy yy ypyy yrf frfyi t frf waff yfrfyr rf 240 frfyy rf yyr 
yyff frfyy rf yfcyi aryiaff rf yyyrfyr yyff yy-4 rf yf yrf 3irfyr 1988 rf yrff 1989 rf rf 284 
frfyy yyff yyyi rf yyry frfrfcr t yfrfyi waff yfrfy> rf rf d j iidK yrf 1987 y yrf 1988 rf rf ^ 
yrffeyy yrf yyff yRyj 3yyT t day frfysff yrey rf rf rfyyr ^yyi 3yyT t frf rfrfyr rf w 3irfyr 
1989 rf yrff yyff yy yyfrfpd yrf Iran yfrfy afyirfr erf yisy rf erf 1990-91 rff yTy 3yrfr t day 
yrf yy^ aryifff rf fffyiy yfrfrffff rff yy yfffer yrf t frf rfrfy frfyyy rf ffyrff rff frfff yy 
arfyr dsl § iRifery rfrfy frffff frfyiy rfrf rf ^yTyrfffyRR rff rfyrfffyyy yrf % I ify drf rf rfyy 
rf aryiaff rff 3iR rf yyp -yifffcF feffrf?yy 2003 yy^ yyr rff (yyr) \ rft 127 y 2003 yyr 
rfr yyr. ^ rfr 424 y?t arR ^yryirfryRTJT yy ayry arFF^s rfyy t yryi% aiyisff rf feryiy yrfrfrfrfr rf 

sryyr erf 1% Tyy yrfry^ erf 1987 y 1988 y7#jyy erf rf Tjy> erf rf arto eHiidR 240 f^yy rf 
airfry^ rfyi yR erf t yr i%y Rdrf 15.4.1989 yrf rfyi rf yrfyyry yy yrrf frfyK yT 3TTyfer frfysrf 
frfyy gKi dsl yyrrf yrf ^ yfey> yy 3rfrfyTy) 3rryT rf i% 3Rrr9ff frfyy erf yjaff rf yyy yyy yy 
ayyi yy yR frfyi yr frfy ^yr frflrf yy y^rf rfryiy yrf ti ^yr yrf rf yyarfr rf yirfr rf f%ry 
yfrffrffrf rf ^yiyrfrfyRR yy ktft -dilrfet, frfrfyyy yFyyayy yRy y ayy yyry #rfrf rffyT yrf y 
3Fy 2007(5) yye% yyr yrf yTR. 466 y?f arfy ^yTyrfrfyRUT yy ktft ayyRr rfyy f 1 

yyy ys-T ^ ferfry yfrffrffrf ^ yyrf yy yrfkyT rf yyy irfryi yy yyrfyy -dilrfej, frffrfyyyf 
yy yyyFFjrfy^ yfMery i%yT 1 

arfferf^sT rf yfefTery rf yryiaff yy yryry yyrf iyy^-i y yiaff yfrfyr yy yyrf frfyrfr frfyy rf 
Rdrf 19.12.1986 rf frfyfy^ 15.4.1989 dy7 yRrf rf yi^ y arlrfy^yy t rfrfyr yyidK yyrf yrf yRyi 
yyiyi Imw arfer 1989 rf yirf rfrfyr yrfyjyi yyrf yy yyrfyy y rfyi yyiyi t yyT yiaff rf 
yrfyrfy affy^ yrfy y frfyjyi 15.4.1989 yrf yyff rf yyrf yy 3ifffeRFT t frfryryy frfyarf frfyy rf yryry 
y w® frrfal rf frfffffrfRr yry rf rfyyrf yrf t day Tyy rfrffei yrf yyirfy y^y -dididd y ayysff rf 
rfrfyy frfy frfrfyiy rf frfyT rf w® yrf rfrfyy yrf frfyy ay day yyydci yTyrf rf 240 frfyyr rf 
3rfrfy7 yyff rfffy7 yryi rfyy yrryT yayrfy t rf frfy yffyyyy yrf frfff yy yyyyTy frfyry yyyyyFi rf 
y rfrf rf yy rfyffrfr rf rfyryffyyyy yrf -difflRiddi yy y?y 3Rdyfefd rfrf rf yy 3Ryaff yrf afR rf 
yygy Cliffy, frffff?yfff rf yryrf rf day yffyyiy yrf frffff yy 240 frfeRr yrf frffff ffr yyyT rf 
<jfffiyrfui rf frfyy yRrffyyr rfrf rf yryirf ynyyayy yRy y 3yy yyry rfyfff fffdT yrff y 3yy 
2007(5) yyr yrf 466 rf yRFrfy y^y -dididd yRT rfy 17 y is y yfrryrfffd %rfd yrf yrfrrf 
rf yydyd yryrf rf rfyr yffyyyy yrf frfff yryciiy fffyiy yyyyyTy rf yay y rfyR aFjfffrf fffyy rfrf 
rf rfyrfy arfy rfrfryrrf yyrf rf frfry yrfff ayyryvjy fffyfcr y rfrf rf 3iyTaff rf rfyry yffffrffff yrf 
W® defter rf yrfff rr yryy yrf 3irdT t day 3iyTaff frfyy yrf rfyi y yirf yyff yyff yrfdT rf rfrf 
3Rrraff yrf yrfrf ffffffyFy ynay y rfrf rf ayyaff frfyy ^rt yjaff rfr frf rfrgarer rfrfyr fffrfyr rfdy 
rfrf ay yyryy frfyrf 15.4.1989 yrf rfy yffyyyy frfyy RFy ^yrffrfd yrfd yrf rfdT t yfrfyi 
affrffrfcF frfyTy 3ifrffrfyy yrf yRT 25 yyr yrf yTeFy frfyrf frfyy srRT yrf frfry yrrrf rf maff rfrfyr 
frfRff frfyfrfd yy rf frfyny yyyayfrfy y rfrf rf yrf frfyfrfrfyRR yy rfrf yTyyy yraff yy y rfrf rf 
yiaff yfrfyr fffrfyi rfdy yrfrf rf yry y frfdirf 19.12.1986 rf (rfdirf 15.4.1989 dyi yyffy 2 yff 4 w 
yyi yyff yRrf rf frfyrff frfyy yy yrfyiR arrffrfrf ^ frfyiy 3ifrffrfyy 1947 rff aiRT 25 yyr yy frfysff 
frfyy yRT aifrfdffy yRrf rf yyy yar rff afR rf yygy ^TTfffyi frffrfyyfff rff rfyrff rf yiaff yyfyyy 
gy: rf7g3ier rfyy rf yry rf yrfRayyyj yy yyidicifrf yyrff iyyyd rfrf rf y^rid yfrfyr yRT frfriy 
yyrf rf yiyrf rf day yy yRfrfffff rf yjfff jrfrfyj yrf yy7 yrm yyry irr yryff arfrfrfrf rf yrfR 
arrfy rfyrff rf yy^T Rdidi RiyT -dirflrfd yrfy rfdT 11 aiy: yyrfyy frfrfyy rf yRRyyry yiaff 
yfrfyi yy frfyrff frfyy yry rfyi yffyyiy frfyi rff frffrfyyyd yrf ^nffrfrfy yrf rfyi yiyi RidT t 
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TTcf sraff fcfqsfr RfF TT FTsff F?t TTFT Tf RfR FrfcfRlTI^Hd F)R Tt FdR IRE cFTsT 

FFTTT FFTT TpR ReTTFT FTHT -MIFlRld 11 

3RT: ITFTlFF RRff F> FTeTTFTFT ^6 RRf FF FcdT FM^Fdl^TTK RcT |/ RFF 3lRlP|uR 
HlRd Rbdl HHT TIB) Fid ydlcT FfcTT H — 

btRtRiRf 

3TcT: "fcprafr feRR w Rftf RRf FFFfeEi frtft f> 3ttftt R Riff w fttt ftR 
RRe etaTM 7ET TTFT Mf'MTIH f^TT IFTHT RReFFH FF -MIFlRlH fR t HSIT FTsff fRiETT 

^ etaTM Rh5?T Rff R ffR RfR fReet R ire erra ffttt fftt tfR fR iet ffffie t ftT 
RfR RFF 3tR[Rf[F iR RrRr R 6 FTF F FTsff fRffT R RnTTFT TEf TTFTF fR FRTSTT FTsff 
stRee fftt ftftR fR RRr R 6 yRmd ftRie ft tT iftft ftR iet fftftt tRtti ftfR R HSTT iR 

FRReiRr R FSTcEITH TTFf 3TFFT-3TFFT TcRT FFF fRR I" 


3tR[Rf[F RmEFT HTFET 3TM Rhi'cE 15.05.2017 IET tR SjddlTI FTTTTSTT IET TFTFT FFT FT) 
iRf TTTFFT IET FFFFRRt PlFBIdTIK RdT FtR I 

RRRT FHFT ¥TFf, -FIFIlfRT 

Revf), 8 RTcFFT, 2017 

IET.3IT. 2181 -aMlRTlE RFTF 3 tR[RfF, 1947 (1947 IET 14) F?) STTTT 17 R 31dTIT u l R 
lR#F TTTIETT IRERRtR R FFF7TF R TEEF RnFTFEEf 3TlT FFR FlRlETTf R #F, 3T^T£T F RrfRs 

afnrrRriE Rftf f RRRt tttiett afFrlRTiE ftReetf/^tf -fifmf fefft R Rftf (ttfR trftt 

25/1995) fR FFfRtH lETcf) t, FT) iRRf TTTIETT fR 07/09/2017 FR FTFT |T3TT SR | 

[TT. FeT-22012/414/1994^lR. 3TTT. (#-11)] 

ttiRf Rtf, ft^ftf 3iR[iet/T 


New Delhi, the 8th September, 2017 

S.O. 2181. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 25/1995) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court laipur as 
shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Food Corporation of India, and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 07/09/2017. 

[No. L-22012/414/1994 - IR(C-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH. Section Officer 


3PJFET 

BllfcllRlF> 

RtT F. Tft-afT#-^- 25/1995 
TftSTT^FTT HFT : 60/2014 

^fR'TT : tRf TTTIETT, ^ FFTeRT, iR fWft FF aTTR5T sEFflE FeT-22012/414/94-3rR.3TTT. 
(tR-II) RhIcE 1.6.1995 

^ RTTTTF R) FFTFFer RFEft (FcTIE) 

fiRR RRie fRRttf 

1 /1 RdF eTTef TF. RFRTF 
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i / 2 ersfff fffff ifff ti. iftttf 

l4lff 4lff)lM—50 iffffff IMF fff gff), 

fff ffflR FFT, fffTeTT'-fff FFTFFT ..Faff 


IFTF 

fffffl ffffFT, FTTcffl Tim fffFF, ffj-39, 

pTTI Flf, fff-lfffF, FRIT ...3TFfff 

fffiTrftF arfffFTfft: IffffF fftt Fif, str.^.^.xrt. mfe-n 
Ffff iff 3TR ff fctg-pT ifffffffff fff FTT.fff. IfF 
3TFfff iff 3TR ff ffflTF ifffffffff fff ITcrt^T H fffcIM I 

fffFTF 3RTff : 15.05.2017 
STuff 

FTH TRFTT I> FF iff MI iff 3TRTT FFTF TM-22012/414/94-3TTff.3TTT.(fff-Il) 
Iff H IF 1.6.1995 iff TaTTF FT fffFTF 24.7.2002 Ft Fpjff) FT fffF ffflTI FT fflRff TTTFT pTT f% 

"Whether the action of the management of FCI at regional office jaipur and that at its Depot sribijainagar in 

Terminating Sh. PEMARAM from services is legal & justified ? If not what relief the workman is Entitled 

to?" 

Ffff ijffflF iff 3TTT ff Tfflffl 3TTF leTF pr FT 3TfffFaTF ffflTT t 1% Faff FfffF MIKH 
iff ffflfffl ffflfff fffFF iff FfffffF 3 TtRf fffFTF 10.01.1983 ff ffflTI FFT 3TFTTT F FHTTeT FT 
fffffF fflF Fffff FfffF iff Til ff iff F^ fff I ffflfff ffffTF ITTT Ffff FfffF iff 3TFTTF fff ffflfF 
08.7.1991 iff fflT ff 3RTF FT ffflT I Ffff FfffF ITTT ffF iff iff TfF 3Tlfff ff 240 ffflTT ff 3TfffF 
FTff fffFT 11 Ffff sFTT Flff iff ITI TFT IF FTff FT ffff ITFT ITaflT FTff F ^ Ft FTF FT 
iff! feRTT FIT I ffffTTlff fffFTII ifffffl TRTIF FT 3TT^FT FRIT iff TTFST iff FTff FT Ft^ TTF^ffcTT 
iff! pTT I ffflfff FFT FTT TTFffflT 3TfffFTff cffRll iff TTFF FIR Up FT H Ilf ffflT FIT 
f% FfffF iff 3p 70 iff ff 3TfffF ffff iff FTTF FTff FT iff FIT FT TIFIT Flf% Faff iff 3TR; 
fffffFF IFTF II iff 3TFTFT 52 iff ff fff I fffiaff ffflF sTTTT 3Tlff iffff iff FTF IpFT iff fffll ff 
Ffff FfffF FT TRT ff FIT ffflT FIT iff 1% FlfflT fflT ffffflF ff 3TTIT 11 ffflfff FI FfffffflF 
iff i-TTI 25^ FT 25 Tjl, 25 TjF iff FTfTTIF ITFTTFf FT lefflF ffffelT FIT 11 F?ff ifffF iff iff^ 
FFff g3TTIFTT iff! ffflT FIT I Faff ifffF Ft Ffft iff^ ffrfffl IT 3TTffl II ifff ffflT FIT I ITeff iff 
^FFgfitl 3TFfffl I 3Tffl f | 3TFT ff Faff ifffF iff ffll^Od I 3p 3Tf^F FTff iff FTfflTfft 3TjffflI 
Tjl 3Tffl IF pi FIT fffff FTff larT ilff p: fffwiff ^fft fflF TtF3Tf FT eTTF IF ^FIFT Tilt 
fffeiTff FTff FT ffffflF fffFT 11 

fffiaff fffFF FTTT Tfflffl 3TTF iffl FT FITI FTp FT 3TfffFaR fffiF 1% Faff ifffF FT 
3TF?ff fffFF sm ffflFT Ffft fffiF FF FTF II ffr# if^F ffffF TFFtF IffTF, iPfeTF TjF /fefff 
FFpST fft ffffFI FFT FTTT ffflffffTI fifFT FF afT | F?ff ifffF FTT Ffft FT FFTITT FTff Ffft 
fifFT FF IF Ilfffl iff ff 240 fffm ifffF FTff Ffff ffflF FF I F?ff FTT ffFffflfcT iff IF 
FT FT efff iff FTTI iff TTFFTff iff HI fffFF ff ffff iff feR ffflFTptTT iffl Ffff ITF FF I Faff 
^TfffcT) cff Ffff ffflfff fffFF sTTTT fffFF fff^H iff! f%F FF IF ffuffflfff iff 3TTI; FFT Ffff iff 
FTTF Ffff sTTTT am 25TJF, 25-fff, 25 Tjl iff FliTTF ep FTF TtTTTR FeTI 11 Ffff iff Ffff 
ffflfff fffFF FTT ffflffffTI iff Ffff ffffF FF if TtITFfffi FT FF fff Ffff HIT ff I Ffff iff 1991 ff 
60 iff iff IF ITT FT pi ai FT ITirfflff TT Ilfffd ff I F-F TTTFTT ff TTlfffflfff iff 3p 58 iff 
ff I 3TI ff Ffff F Tffdffff 3TTF iffl IllRl ffflj nff iff FffF iff ff I fvffTTFT Ffff ff FpIT 
ffFT FIR ff fffaF FafF FTF IITF ff ifeF Rl IF 10.01.1983 ff fffFfF 08.07.1991 IF ffflfff 
fffFF ff ffffffffl fffff F 3TfffHF f%F ff I 
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BTrff dfrfR B?f 3TR rf 3TBrf Brfdrfd 3TTR Befd rf BTdrfd rf BTrff BTTaff MBKH Brffrfd |>3E t 
dR BdErffd RTTad rf EBdlrfd BR?f dR^-1 TTcf ^ 60^-2 BBdfffrfd fE 11 frfBaff frfRR Rff 3TlR rf 
frfdaff BRaff Brrfaff BTdrffB frfd, drfd rfd wtf, RcrfrfR frfd, rf^iBm Brffrfd ^ t ttstt BeErffd rtt^t 

rf ^R-c1|c|vH Rdrf BJR-1 eHI Md dd-8 WeDdllrfd TR? 11 

rfrf RRR H5T rf fctgTPT BfrffrffrfRR Rff RdBT Bjrff TJcf f^RsId RdBT Bd RR 3rfrfrfE5T RR 
MRrfleH frfR | 

3TB BTrfBRR BTrff BRaff MBKH rff BRaR RR BfMETd Brf eft dBT W rf 3TBrff BRaR rf 
WHIT t 1% RBTRff Irf^frfl frfdaff WSJ frfRR 3TTRTB rfffrfdd RRB rf rffrfR RR^fl 9/Rdrf yfrflrfd 
rf f%BTTB Rf (rfdlrf 10.01.1983 Rf rfffrf[R 3RrfdT RTBT Rff drf rff dR Bd frfdjrfd frffrf BT eHlldlB 
Rdrf RJBdT 3TT BdT R dR frfdaff WIH rf WT RlRsIB 3TT^RT RT frfdTR 08.7.1991 R>f TfcR BT 
3TeR R7R frfR dR RBTrf BfRTdfrfd BT *jrf Bfrfdrf 3TRTT RR R^ ^ rf<?T 3TRfrf rf 240 frfRBT Bf dfrfR 
Rdrf frfR f cRT RBTRff B)c|iyfrfd rf BTR RBTrf RfrfdR BRdrf R7R Rdrf BB erf RR frfrfdd frfR 
rffrfd Rfrf Rj,Hc||4 drff Rff dR frfd RBrf frfRRRT aR 3TTRRd rfrffd BRRRB rf RTRaT Rff fvrTRRT 
Rdf Bfrfrfdd Irfdlrf 6.7.1994 BRdf RR^-1 t dR Bd Nlvr|HI RTBTR Rff BTBRrf RRTT R RRTrf dTerf 
RT Rdrf RRTT R I frfdaff RTBT frfdfR 28.9.1987 Rf BRFT HR Rift frfR Rf BRrf RR^-2 t dR 
RBTRff BTR BTRTfrfr rf BTRB RR 51 drf R?T rff dR RbIR 8.1.1992 Rf RRdff ^tRd BRTR BR rf 
RR 51 drf RTrf frfTRRT BRFT BR RB?f RR^-3 4 4 t RIT RRe^ RR rf^RB ^ ajfrfR gBBKIB R 
RfdRRTR Rf RSTT RR frfprf WTrff RB frfdT RR dRT Rd frfRaff RRTTR RT ajfrfR BIT R dRT 
RRRf rfcil^Od rf J[R RTR RT rfrfrfR R J^TR rf ^R RTR RT rfffrfd rfdR R aifcrffrf ^3TTRBT 
RT ^RdTR Rrff f%R RR 11 RfrfRrfaTT rf W® RRR rf 3TfrfdTaR rff t frfl RRRf dBRcfTR RBdR rf rff 
RTcff rff dRT rfrfdN rf Rrff rfrf drff frf? rf I rfrfdTB rf RrfRfrfff Rf frfBaff frfRR rf rfrf RT 
RBrffdl ^3R R I 

3TBTrff RTTa-ff drfR rfd Rf frf RTRTRE BRRR RTBcffd RTU frfRR rf t RRTR rf 3lfrfRTaR 
rff t frf BTrff RrfcEK Rf RTBcffd RTSJ frfRR RPR Rrff frfBRRT drff frfR RR RRT BR rf. R#R 
frfR RTRtR frfR twfrffR RB ^irfrfcf BR^BW rff frfdR RRB rf RTd frfrff Rrfd R dR 
frfdfR 10.01.1983 rf frfBaff rfRTTR BTd Bdrf BB dBMl BRrf Rdd feTW RR t dR RTBcffd RTST 
frfRR BTBT twfrffR irf ^TRBfrf BJprfBdB BTBT frfdffrfd RrfBlrf Rf 3TBrf rfBRR rf BRrf B BRrff 
BRrf BR rfdeTT J[R RB'rffdl frfdfR 12.4.1991 rf 3Rdrfd ^3R R BRd| RBd R'Brfldl rf 3T^RTB BTrff 
rfBTfrfBd B?f 3Rg ^jrf BRrf rf BR Brfd Rrff BTR RR R I frfRR rf RR RBTR rf RR rfftBRR frfR rf 
frf rfRReT rfBB rff BfrfddT Sjrff Rdrf RRTBR rf BRTrff rff dR BR?f TJR-4 BB ^ rf rf Rdrf 
RBRaR rf ?drf BdrffrfBR BTrff rf I 

3TBTrff BTTaff BTRrfB frfd rf 3lfrfBRaR rf rf frf BTrff ajfrfR Brf 3TRTrff BTBRR rf frfrfffrfd drff 
frfR R dR BTrff rfrfdR BR rfrfR R dR BTrff BdfBRB B?f RR 70 Brf Rff rff I frfRR R sfBT RBTR 
rf W® ^TB rf rfRTB frfR rf frf BTrff BRTRTR rf frfrfBJ 10.1.1983 rf 08.07.1991 dR BRR frfR rff 
3TfB BRrf frffBT BR drf BBRf RR-1 rf HBrf RR-8 frfdaff frfRR BR rf I 

3TBTrff BTTaff BeffrfBB frfd rf 3TfrfRTTaR rff rf frf BR BTB 1982 rf rfwfrffR JnR ^TBTBfrf 
BJprfBdB rf Rdf rffBrff BJBR rf dR BRTRTR rfrf<4 IB BR rfTgaTdr RfrfR R dR frfdfR 12.4.1991 BR 
BTdrffdT BBrf BfR-7 rf dR frfdfR 1.10.1991 drf rfffrfd BfBJrff3TTrf rf BRR ^ frfdrf rfRBTdr a#[R 
Rf BfrfdR rf 3TRBRR frfBaff ajfrfR B?f rfR R feTR R frfBTRrf Bfrf BR?f RR-8 rf dR rfdTBTR rf 
3TrfdT 1989 R rfBd 16 frfd Bdrf frflR R dR BRTRTR rf frfRR rf BTR 1986 rf BfR rf frfRRd drff 
dR dR Rrf Rrff rfBTRBd drff frfR RR R I frfRd rf ^6 RBTd rf Bdrf dR^-2 BRER Bd RTBcffd 
BUST frfRR rf BTdTBR BBRR BTBT RTrf dEd BrffBBBT rf dR frfBd rf W® RBTd rf Rd BrffBBBT rf frf 
rfdTBTR rfwfrffd ^TBTBfrf Bd Bdrf nrff BBd R dR Bd rfrfdTR Bd Brfdlrf df rfBR Rfrf BRFT 
rfdT drff frfR rf I 

3TRTrff BTTaff BrfjBTR rf 3Tdrff BRad rf BdTR rf frf Bd rfwfrffd ^TBTBfrf rfrfdTR rf BdT 
BTd 1980 rf BdrfRd R dR rfdTBTR rfddTR ajfrfR R dR frfdd rf rfdTBTR Rf frfBTMB 1980 rf rfR 
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ft fftnmn nfff fftnT S-TT cfeTT WE mmft 1991 ft ftTfmnn nftf fftnT an I farm ft ncfR ft ncTTR t 
1 % ^KH ^cficiK cfTT cRfanfl ftf, ftm 7 fftff mTFT ft?T nftf f^fRTT 11 TRTft TRST nR nm nftf an, 
mTRRf ft mm nn tr nmiaR 4R4I Pel ^ ft I 

3M mmffftTfRTn ft mrar smnRftfn fam; n? % 1% mm maff mffrnR aft wkih fanaff fftnn 
ft eTrt Pinmi mffrnR an an cR'ftncR ft mftn ? ftffm ft fanaff fftnn ft famn nfftfftfa ft nnm 
ftf fft maff affftm ft fftnfan tr ftfa 3nftm ftn nft fftnT t nan fanaff marm ft ftftnR ft mftn 
anftmftY emm mft ftf t nan maff affftm ffagfam tr^ ftmftff rnnftrfnn mT affftm an nft mmfam 
nrnff nn-3 ft* mnff mr-s ft nrnn t nan mnff ^c^-2 ft nn mm nfff fftnT fft maff affftm ft 
fftnft fan Iftnft nwr ft miff fftnT nan maff affftm 3rmaff mn Pi ft) fan nfft fftnT nm an 1 

?mft nfftmR ft maff 7ft fftrm nfftfftfft ft nnm ftf fft maff affftm nft nTftfln aim fftnn 7ft 
nfam ft mmff, nfftftrft tt nmff mmf 7ft rmff 7ft fam ftmnret ftm? ft mr n fanfm 10.01 .1983 ft 
nlPm 3 nftn ft fftnmn fftnT mm an nan maff affftm ftnnfff miftfacR 7 r nfaf 

affftm nfft m an ftr fft mmaff fftnn 7ft rttr nnft ^m^-i tt nnnn nnr nnff mn^-2 ft w t 
nan tnftftn ftnnfff cmftmR 7ft nrnftR nrnft nn -5 ft nnft nn -8 ft ftft affftm 
cniftfan Tin nPraa nm nr ftfeT 7jftft ije^an nftt t nfft 7 n nm mftnr 1988 ft f^nfftrn ^ ^ftnft^ 
TnnftTfsn Tift ftrm fftm nm an Tnrfa maff arfftm nf mn 1986 fti fftnsft Pmn tr ftPnn ftnn ftnft 
Tnftnrrft an nan fftnsft Tift ^nan "ft nn nan n>ci 4 nanfftn nftt § l 

ftft unn nar 7 ft fft^m nfftPrfftmn Tfft ftftftnn tt fftrf^n nnm m nmn iftni 1 t^t nifftftn tr 
nfaftfreRT Ifam 1 

3ftftftrsr 7 ft qR^eH ffr mftr miaft ftnRm Tfft Rian tr fftftnn ^ ^ ms ft ft j^ftf 

grm mftan nt mnar nn n 7ft t Tjmft mnncfR ffr mPRnan ftr t Ifa tr^tj ft Pf^fftn fftnaft aim 
Pmn 3 nnR aft fftmn mR ft fffftrn ftnn ftnft aftftrn 7ft nn ft ftriftma 3 nftm ^ fftnfrn 10.01 .1983 
Tfft Tfft nft sft 1 nmn Tfft fann ft ftm Tfftft nan nftt 3 nm t nft Tnmft nam Tnam ^ fftnftn nt 1 
nrnn Tfft fann ft fft^ nn Tfftft nfftnfrann nftt t Ifti Tsmrfft fftnaft fftnn mm 
fftnfrn io.oi.i 983 Tfft ftfftrn ftnn ftnft 7ft ^nr ft fftnfffan n ffam nf nan nn^t mrc^-i tt nnft 
mrc ^-2 Tfft ftf fann ft nftf ffam nm t nan fftnaft mTaftmn nftn ftrr nnff tt nniftk fftin ftft 
nerfftm fftfn ftft Tft^nn Tfft Rian ffr ftr ft# Tfftft Rian nftf 3 nftf t fft> mn 1983 ^ 1991 ft maff 
aftftrf) tr trmfftfn Tnpftrjnn mm Pmffan fftim nm ftr nfern ncrm mftftm fftm Tfft 

man ^ nn mm t ffti ft. nffm fftn mmftn ftrftnR Tfft 1988-89 tt 1989-90 tt 1990-91 ft 
TfmftTfnn ft nf fftm mmaff 7ft rnniftm nmft ftn -4 ftl fft w mftm 1988 mft 1991 nrn tr 
nftnftn nnRa[fftr tr f famft T^rgnm 7ft ^nr ft rnn ftsn 1 ft maff aftftrn ftnRm Tfft nnRa[fftr 
Tfft 1988-91 ft 700 fftrin fftrsn Rftr t nan nn nrnnftrn fftnaft fftnn tr f nan famft Tfftft 
TfmftTfnn tr aftftrf) maff Tfft nftf rimm |nn t nan nmaft man maff rft maff rft grRnft nftf t nan 
nn?f nn -5 ft nnft nn -8 ft maff aftftrn tr rftft nm aftftm nfff t nan rnn nmaff fftnn Tfft man 
ft ft nn mm t fft ft. ftmfftn mm mmftff TfmftTmn ft nm mftm 1 988-1989 ft fftnaft fftnn ft 
mar ftfftn ftf f ft fftR maff aftftrn ft fftnift 10.01 .1983 ft fftnaft fftnn ft ftfftrn ftnn nfftf aftftrn 
ft mr ft Tnnftn t nan fftnaft fftnn tr mnm nn nmff mm^-2 maff aftftm ftr 
fftnnn 28 . 9.1987 fftnaft fftnn ft mi 4 m ftft tr nan nrnfm t fan ft fftnft fftnn ftf ftR rnft 
mnmTRft man ?m nan ft rnft ft nft t nf fftm nnn nar ftf man ft fftftnn ft mermmn 
rnmTfftrnmT tr fftnn nn nn t fft maff maff ftnRm ftf ftrfftrn nft 9 m i ftft rnmnn ft maff 
affftrn ftfftrn ftnn nfftf ft mr ft fftnaft fftnn ft TRftmr fffm mnfftn 1 1 

nm mmrfftTRnn ftr nn ftmnr ft fft rfm maff aftftrn ftr ftm ft nsm nnft ft ^ 4 <idf rrft ft 
nm riff ft 240 fftn ft nfftm TRff tr ftmm nm ft ? 

?m ftnn ft maff ft fftmn nfftfftfft ft nnn ftf fft maff arfftm fftffrn 10.01 .1983 ft fftffrn 
08 . 7.1991 nm TRftm mr t nan nm rft ft affftrn nnnNlft ft ftrn ft mft ft 240 fftm ft rnn miff 
fftm ft, nn nan mnfftn rnnft tr nm fftnTmm m t mnfft maff ftf man ft mf ft nfftm 
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arcrf^r fet e# etnet T«nffcT ti fr# nfctEHN e eet# Rre # f#R nffffff f hfr nf f# 
#RnT # RlHRE H fcpIT T3TFt cf?r cTTfEsT HTF Ef 3TffnT E Ftf Nt FR RTHTffE7NE # #TT 

HfENTR et# cp^cpp etnt hfte Rif en ef ffRr HTEf tpt fEiffETTN Eft t fet et# eRtet f 

240 ffENT Nt ##7 Edf Eft f^TTTT 11 

EET# ffHE # ffRE EfcHff f FR E# # W H RTHTf#PNE HE EER RrE ^##5 
ffffEE# E?t #N 3TR7R RlET f - 

1. E 31# 3TTN 2002 ENT# 1147 

2. TR EHfld, vBcJil^N HER #HT NTTR E 3FE | 

2003 FER^cT # (NRT.) 7£# 127 

3. G61<51N <f-SEcN HHH -0<ARb^hN I 
2003 FE^ ER # 425 

4. N#^- HEN fReTT EHTEH HER EFHR# 3RN RtF 
2006 ER # # (EeT RTg ER) 38 

5. fFeft HeTTE Tnrg uRNd ffeNT RTg HR# Rf. HER N# 3TPP NTR., 3TTN ER 3TTN 1991 (l) 265 

6. EE## 3TPP 3TTETE#?T HER ft. REENTER NR 
E 3T# 3TTN 2000 ER# 1729 

7. HTNH RHTN ffHH feT. HER ER RtF 
2012 (132) ER ER 3TTN 500 

8. ##E HER RET PtHN Rtf REHN E 3EE, 

2015(4) FE^ER # (NTET) 331 

9. Eft. EE. Efd FE^ FE3£ #f HH HER RERTENf f#HFfc 3#P pH EF# 3TFP ftNMtER 
E 3T# 3TTN 2016 ER.#. 4441 

FR# eRtEITN E ET# # ffgR Effffff f E#R HNp # f# cpfEIN f ER # f 240 #E 
Nt ER EEf RrT| EE RE NETf#T E# EE ETN ffflRE EN t FET FT# ##P EE 
REE 08.07.1991 Ef #TT # E FRET EET Ft FR TM EN ReTH E FtEN 3THT# Rre Tpj ^ 
3TRTEHE E NTTSH t ff # 1991 f E^EIN Ef EE #TTRt#cT # Ft pf ft, ‘f ffERE f NET 
EfENTR Ef ff# 3TffcT ft E Ft Ft Tptf W Eft EFET t EfeET f#ft f#R f fp#T E?t %RT # 
fM ft ft fvtTNEf ETEfR NTRN8TR E^E RRTeR f 3EfE RE.ft. Rllfd f# ffftNR HEN 
6550/2003 ffEtE 24.5.2005 Nt NsliRvE FT Ef t EET El# # ffRE Effffff f RTETffENE EE 
SIR f#E RTf#p ffffwff Ef 3TtN 3TTEES f#ET t - 

1. #NR pFR/Ed RENETFfR R. EER HFE7 f#F E 3RE I 
(2007) 1 ENT # # (EeT RTg RPT) 961 

2. 1998 FE^ER # (^#) 178 

3. 2000 (87) ER ER 3TTN 228 HEf 

4. 2003(l) FE^EeT # 47 

5. FREEE ENTR E 3RH EER ERNTEN 3E^/3EN ffEFfe 3RP EENflElf E 3RT I 
2014 (l 41) ER EeT 3TTN 74 

6. ft ft # ffRFefft feT. EER R/E NR E ^T# 3TTN 2009 ER # 2205 

7. f. ftTj; Elf NT HER EETHEE Y^roU 2010 (124) ER ER ETTN 72 

8. N# 3TTET NTRNSTR E 3RT HER fRfcT ftET H# E 3RT 
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2007(5) TO7d£ TJeT Rf 466 

9. IR^TOIH qRq SeTO foT. TOiRt 1RFT s^R^dd R^qd TTOTTq T 3TTO | 

1993(l) TO7d£T[er Rf 415 

10. 4 RRRq RtTTO qffRfRRg fcT. ^T^TFT tRs q 3TTO | 2010(4) TOqTO£ qqi 660 

RR qqq tst R fRqro TfRfRRror qff qqro tt to f^TOT tR TjrRqq TOfRq fRfRrorqf qq 
7HHH^4c 5 TRRldT f^TOTT I 

3 Tffe^7sr R rRRldT R TTaff Tjq 3TTTaff RtTOT qff TOTSq R q? W t 1% RqiR 10.01.1983 
R ftnR 08.07.1991 TOT ttR qfRqr Tfq qqff" qT TOqqq RqT 3qqT f qaq TTaff qfRqr RtiR 10 . 01 . 
1983 R T qff 1987 R TTM TTO TqR TOTTO^-2 R RfRqr RcTT ffrfff R TOT R qqff 1 cRTOT TTOTST TOT 
R TqTO t cTSTT TTTTO ^TOT 7JnR qrrR TOTOT TOTOTOq 3TFTR TRTOq qff TOTSq Rn qrrR TqR TOTTO^-2 TOT 

TOT^ TOTOTOT 7% fRrsff qff 3ffr R qff! t TOaq fRrsff R R TTOTlRd Tqfff qT-4 R W 3T^TOT 1988 R 

Tiff 1991 TOT7 700 fRqro TOT TOT4 TOTOTT TORS f cfT fRr TTaff ffeTOR TOT 1983 R 1991 cTTO TOT4 
fRqT eft TO^TOT qff 12 TT? R 240 fffqTO R TOT TOT4 fRqT R q? TOTf^TeT TOfe4 TOT TOT TOf TTaff 
qfRqr R 3 ttR! RffRrqr totct tR qronRq fRraff fRror tot tototo tot ttR totto ^-2 R trRtto tot 
TOT f^TOTTTOT TOT^ R TTOnTO fRraff fRqq R qffff TTaff TOTSq TOT TTOTOT qff! fRqT t 1% TTfff SfRfTO R 
240 fffqTO R TOT TOfef fRqT R TfeTO 3TTTaff R TTOTT^TO TTO?f qq-4 ^ ^ 7[^ 3T5TeT 1988 R Tiff 
1991 STO 700 f^TOTT qqff 1 7RTTO cTT TORS RarfcT t TOTO Tqqf qqr 3TqTaff 7^ fctgTT MRiRRr 7f?t ^ 
TefteT T#T t 1% ^fRTO f^TOTOT % fesfef Tfft fcTf^T 7TO aTOTO ^ f ^TOfR^ ^fRTO f^rf^T f^TOg ?Rr TT 
tottoRtotoj cR ^toRtor to^t # i ^tot crR tort 3 arroaff tR afR ^ yrgro totRtto RtRr^rt 
2003 157^ T[eT T?f (TTTO) ^ T?t 127 71 2003 TTTO^ ^ef TTTO. 7^ 7ft 424 tR 3TR TOTtoR[ 7TTOT 7fTT 
KTFT 3TT7TOS RTOT t TTRiRt TOsff R RtsTOT M^RRt ^ TTOTT tR Rr TO jqRfTO tR 1988 R 1991 
TfRfeTO? TOf if t^TO cR R 3TRfTO eTTTTOT 240 RcRT R arRlTO #T tr # t Rf Rr RtITO 08.07. 
1991 tR Rcr R t4ckhh tjtt trR Rtttk qj 3TTTfRr RfeafT Rrror ettt toto^ tjR f ^ 

3tR|TI<To 3TTTO % Rt 3TRTaff RfTOT tR qjaff R TORT TfiPT qT 3TTTO sR TfrT Rqi cTT Rr IJTO RtRt TT 

7 R4 Rttk qff 1 1 ^ro R totsRt q qTaff R Rrrt yRrRfRr ^ tottoRtotot totRtto 

RRrTORT TTTOarFT TOTO q 3TTO TTOT #tRt RfTO tR q aqq 2007(5) TTTOT^ qro T% TTTO. 466 tR a?R 
TOTTORfTRTOT Tfq KTFT 3TTTOTO1 fRqT 11 

totot T5T R Retrt tRiRiRt R toRt tt ^Rtott R tort Rtot tR torRtt totRtto RRttotRt 
7TO TFTTTOjRro TfeffeRT fRTO I 

3tRtRtot R qf^ffror R TTaff qci arqjR tR tottot R RRto tit qqR RqRr Rftt t fRrfro 
10.01.1983 R fRrfro 08.07.1991 TTO tjttR R qR R arR[TOaFr t RRrT eRTTOTT TfqR qR qrron 
TOTTTO t qarr TTaff R tRcR's affro TiRq q Rtito 08.07.1991 7 R qqff R qqR qq 3 tR[ 7[TOT t 

Rttoto RfrRr Rrror R ttoto R ^to RrRr R RrfRfRro tot R RrtR tR t Taq to RtRto tR 
TOTORq 73TO TOITOdT R 3TTTaff R RRtot Rs RRITHT R fRqT eff ?TO fR^ tR RRqq qR fRqT aq 
qaq totocRT qmR R 240 fRrq R 3 tRtto Tjqff RRth qrq fRqT ttott T-aTTfRr t Rr fRr tRtrtot tR 
RrRr Tjq tottotot fRrro tokh R t RR R tR RtRto R RtitRcithtt tR -nRlRddi tit q?q 
3 ttot7iRRt RR R tto 3TTTaff qff affr R tt^ct toRtto fRRrorqf R qroR R qaq tRtttot tR fRR 
tit 240 fRcin qff ffffR R qroro R cjIRRito R IRtk 3ttotRtot RR R TqqfR TORarro tttto q aqq 
TTOTq RfqfR Rfro tR T 3qq 2007 ( 5 ) ^TO^ TJeT Rf 466 R TOroffq 7JTO TOITOdd qTTT RtT 17 q 18 
R TfRrTfRq %g id qff RqRf R ftotoct qroR R Rtt TRqroro qff ffffR tottotot fRinq ttottot R 
qaq q Rqrr arjrRf fRrq RR R RtRto 3tRt R Rtot toR ttoR R fRq ^ aroTTro^q fRrfcr q RR 
R arrTsff R fRqro qffffRfR qff ^ro qqffer R qff^ tott qror qR 3qqT t craq arroaff fRror qff Rqr R 
TTfff RqTfRqfcT Tfff qq Tfq Riff R q>i4 TOlTOT R Rrff 3TTT9ff Tfff TfffR fRfffTqfq TOTTOT q RR R 3TTT9ff 
fRqq qTTT ttR tR fR tR^tto qfRqT RfRqr Rro RrRf aq tttotto fffqiR 08 . 07.1991 qff Rqr 
TffqTTOT fRqT TTOT roiRRlTO Trffq qR RcT t qfeqr afRfffRqr fRcqq 3rfRfRqq qff qTTT 25 7qq qff 
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dTeETT fftd# f^FFf #TT d# fftEf ET# TT dTaff a##) fftj# P#fftd dd 7ft fftddd ddT-aTTfftcT d #ft 
dT TTcf fft#ft#dTEd Tfd dftft dTdeTT dT# dd d #ft dT dTaff aifftd/ #ftd7 ftdd dT# 7ft TEH if fftdfdT 
10.01.1983 # (ft HI# 08.07.1991 cTdT d#d 8^6 dTE cEE dT# dr# # fftd# fftdd dd d#7j7ET 
3ft#fftdr fftind 3rfftfftdd 1947 dft etttt 25 #e tet fftd# fftdd #ft#Td d># # ddd t^r dft 
#T # ddp -Mlfftd> fftfft?T#f 7# ##f d dT# d#7jdT dff 2000 d ddg #ft # d#T-aTTddT dd 
ddldMlft dddft oWTd #ft 7ft d?dET a## dTTT f^dTd dd# # dTd# 7ft day # dfftfftdfft ft dT# 
affftdT dft # eTHsT THdft ## 5 # 7 ft d#T 3E# ## 7ft dddd fftdldl ETTdT -Mlftlfftd d#d FfdT 11 
3TcT: dd#ET fft#H 7ft ^EeKddd dT# affftdT dd fftd# fftdd #TT #TT dftddTd fftdTT ETETT 
fftfftdEdd # -dldlRld d# #dT dTdT ETTdT 11 ftff# dTaff affftdT aft MBKH dft dc^ dt ^dft t # 
dd# fftfftdl dlftdM dft ^dldldd 7ft 3TT7# fftdfdT 15.06.2009 #TT f^dd^ dT feETT ETT ddd 11 ft# 
fftarfft ft dTaff aftftdE 7ft gd: fft#EET ft cftft dd d?d # d# ddcTT 11 ft# fftarfft ft dT# a## 7ft 
fftfftd, cilftdM dft fftdaft fftdd # dTaft dft #d # d## 3TfftfftdHd ft# # d#T dfftdw # eTEST 
ddft fffdldl ETTdT -Ml ft) fftd t1 

3Td: ddTtdd fftftdd 7ft ddTTcREd ?TT #E#T dd ddTT HdTlddlH/IT ftft |E[ f#d dfftlftu# 
dlfftd fftdTT vjIMI d##d d#d ftTdT ft — 

aifftifftTftd 

3Td: "fftdaft dld#d TSfM fftdd ft#d dddfdd Tdddd 7ft 3TTdT7 # fftTdd ddd sfNT dT# 
aftftdE ftdTCTd dd #TT d#RTH fftdIT TdldT fftfftd^Hd # -dldfRld dftf ft cTafT dT# ddfddd 

# ftdNTd 7ft fftfftdl d#dTd fftd# fftdd ^ft d#d 7## dfcfTEd 7ft # cTEST T^dft d# dd d^cldd, f 

# fftd# fftdd 3Tfftfft#d dft fftfft ft 6 dTd ft dT# dftddd # ddRTd 7ft fftfftd^ d#dTd dft ftdTd 
7# 3Edarr draft arfftTE ddcT 3TdTft # fftfft ft 6 dfftdd dTfftd7 dT ft ^TEd d# dd ddrdTT #dT I 
dTdft eft dad # dfftfftrfft ft daTTETTET 71# 3TddT 3TddT Tdft ddd dftft |" 

3Tfftfftftd fftpsndT TdTTET 3TEd (ftHid) 15.05.2017 dft Tfft ^ddld dTdTaTT d>d ^dTdT ddT # 
Tft^d TRddT dft dTETdETTaf fftddTdTTTT ftdTT d# I 

fft#?T TfdTTT ^T#, -HNl£ft?T 

O ' 


t# ffte#, 11 fftcEdT, 2017 

7ET.3TT. 2182-3Tf#fft7E fftldd 3Tfftfftdd,1947 (1947 dd 14) dft ETTTT 17 7ft 3T^dTd ft 
7ft#fd dTTETT dfftdd #rft 7ft ddarftd 7ft ftdld fft#ddf' 3# ddTft dftdlft 7ft ft# 3EJdd ft fftfft^ 
3ff#fftd fftdJd ft 7ft## TTT7ETT ##fftd 3Tf#ETd, 3TdddTdTd 7ft ddTd (ddft #5TT 19/2004) dft 
ydlHfld dr#f f, # 7ft## dRTETT dft 11.09.2017 dft dEd ^3TT ajj | 

[# TfcT— 41011/40/92— 3T#3TTT (#-I)] 
#. 7#. f#d, 3EJdFT 3Tf#E# 

New Delhi, the 11th September, 2017 

S.O. 2182. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 19/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cuin-Labour Court 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Western Railway and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 11.09.2017. 

[No. L-41011/40/92- IR(B-1)] 
B. S. BISHT. Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, 

CGIT-cum-Labour Court, Ahmedabad, 

Dated 28 th July, 2017 

Reference: (CGITA) No- 19/2004 

1. The General Manager, 

Western Railway, 

Churchgate, Mumbai - 400001 

2. The Divisional Railway Manager, 

Western Railway, 

Kothi Compound, Rajkot - 360001 

3. The Divisional Mechanical Engineer (Loco), 

Western Railway, Kothi Compound, 

Rajkot - 360001 .. .First Party 

V/s. 

The Jt. Divisional Secretary, 

Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad, 

209-E, Sarvottamnagar, Nr. New Railway Colony, 

Sabarmati, Ahmedabad .. .Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri Janak R. Pandya 

For the Second Party : Shri R.S. Sisodia (Union Representative) 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-4101 l/40/92-IR(DU) 
dated 07.12.1997 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the 
matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of DRM, Western Railway, Rajkot and other officers, not adhering to the promotion policy 
formulated by Rly. Board vide letter dated 03.11.1987 and contravening the same by promoting the fireman, 
Diesel Asstt./Electric Assistant to the post of Steam Shunter in the ratio 110:9 against 79:40 and averaged 
workman, is justified, legal and proper? If not, to what relief the affected workman is entitled to and what 
directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 07.12.1997. The second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 6 on 
20.01.1994 along with number of documents and the first party submitted the written statement Ex. 12 on 
20.06.1995 but now the second party union Jt. Divisional Secretary, Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad 
through its Office Bearer Shri R.S. Sisodia stated that the Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad does not 
want to prosecute the case. 

2. Thus the reference is finally disposed of as not pressed. 


P.K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

fWft, 11 Rld'HK 2017 

trt.sit. 2183 .—afldlPlcb fTtcrrc 3 if£rRm, 1947 (1947 ^ 14) eft hrt 17 cj> 375^1 h 
dfesflil WcbN RDffeT % cf> WRTR RRlg- RmfeJEfff afft MRR) cb^cbKj c£ ffel 

3TR/ET if 3MrPTcb ftcfTC H WcbN 3Tfejfffefe 3 tR[WT, cjj WR TRfe WTT 

(45/2006, 43/2004, 44/2004) 7RT Wf) f, t/j WcbK Tbf 11.09.2017 cf/ RIRT 

|>3TT SRI 

l/T. Rel-12025/3/2006-3TT^ 3TR (ff-I), 
TT. Rel-12025/289/2003-3TT^ 3TR (sft—I), 
RT. Rel-12025/293/2003—3TT^ 3TR (fj-I)] 


eft. RRT. fifes, 3PJRFT 
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New Delhi, the 11th September, 2017 

S.O. 2183. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 45/2006, 43/2004, 44/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Satpura 
Kshetriya Gramin Bank and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 11.09.2017. 

[No. L-12025/3/2006- IR(B-l), 
No. L-12012/289/2003-IR(B-1), 
No. L-12012/293/2003-IR(B-1)] 


B.S. BISHT, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/45/2006 


Shri Ashish Kumar Kachwaha, 

C/o General Secretary, MBKGB Karamchari Union, 

Motinagar, Ward No. 24, Balaghat .. .Workman 

Versus 

The Chairman, 

Satpura Kshetriya Gramin Bank, 

South Civil Lines, Chhindwara .. .Management 


No. CGIT/LC/R/43/2004 


Shri Ashish Kumar Kachwaha, 

C/o General Secretary, MBKGB Karamchari Union, 

Motinagar, Ward No.24, Balaghat .. .Workman 

Versus 

The Chairman, 

Satpura Kshetriya Gramin Bank, 

South Civil Lines, Chhindwara .. .Management 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/44/2004 


Shri Ashish Kumar Kachwaha, 

C/o General Secretary, MBKGB Karamchari Union, 

Motinagar, Ward No. 24, Balaghat ... Workman 

Versus 

The Chairman, 

Satpura Kshetriya Gramin Bank, 

South Civil Lines, Chhindwara .. .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 11 th day of August, 2017 

1. (a) As per letter dated 18-8-2006 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the 

reference is received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per 

Notification No.L-12025/3/2006-IR(B-I). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“ Whether the action of the management of the Chairman, Satpura Kshetriya Gramin Bank in terminating the 
services of Shri Ashish Kumar Kachwaha, Shri Jethu Singh Kulasthe, Shri Lakhan Lai Jharia & Shri Dhruv 
Kumar Nanda is legal and justified? If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

(b) As per letter dated 5-4-2004 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the 

reference is received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per 

Notification No.L-12012/289/2003-IR(B-I). The dispute under reference relates to: 
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“ Whether the action of the management of the Chairman, Satpura Kshetriya Gramin Bank in not regularising 
Shri Dhruv Kumar Nanda is legal and justified? If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

(c) As per letter dated 5-4-2004 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the 
reference is received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per 
Notification No. L-12012/293/2003-IR(B-I). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“ Whether the action of the management of the Chairman, Satpura Kshetriya Gramin Bank in not regularising 
Shri Jethu Singh Kulasthe is legal and justified? If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

2. Though evidence is recorded separately, R/43/04 & 44/04 are connected with claim Case No. R/45/06 and 
therefore it is appropriate to decide all those reference by common award. 

3. In R/45/06, after receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. Workman Shri Ashish Kumar 
Kachwaha, Shri Jethu Singh Kulasthe, Shri Lakhan Lai Jharia & Shri Dhruv Kumar Nanda submitted 
statement of claim jointly at Page 3/1 to 3/3. Case of 1st party workman is that name of 2 nd party Bank was 
changed on 1-6-06 as Satpura Kshetriya Gramin Bank amended in order of reference has been carried out. 
That 1st party workmen claims that they were working between 10-8 years in 2 nd party Bank. Their services 
were not regularized, they were members of the Union. Conciliation proceedings were submitted before ALC, 
Shahdol. During pendency of conciliation proceeding, their services were terminated without notice. The 
dispute was raised before competent authority in Writ Petition No. 2067/04 was filed by them. Hon’ble High 
Court vide directions issued on 1-2-05 directed management of 2 nd party to decide the claim for regularization 
within 9 months. 

4. 1st party workman further reiterates that their services were terminated on 25-11-03. After the dispute was 
raised before ALC, the conciliation proceedings failed and dispute has been referred. After termination of their 
services, all the workman claimants are unemployed, their family members and old parents are dependent on 
them. That after termination of their services, relatives of the employees in the Bank are working in the Bank. 
Workmen were not paid retrenchment compensation but amount of PF was not paid to them. Termination of 
their services is in violation of Section 25-F,H,N, Section 33 of ID Act. On such ground, workman prays for 
their reinstatement with consequential benefits. 

5. The detailed statement of claim is also filed at Page 6/1 to 6/4 by workman reiterating above contentions that 
workman Ashish Kachwaha was engaged in Bank on 28-6-95 at Head office of the Bank at Balaghat. 
Workman No.2 Jethu singh was engaged in the Bank at Shahpura branch on 14-4-90. Claimant No.3 
Lakhanlal was engaged on 15-7-85 at Bakori branch. Claimant No.4 Dhruv Kumar Nanda was engaged on 
16-6-97. That they had rendered continuous service morning to evening as messenger cum peon. That in the 
year 2004, 2 nd party Bank was having 57 branches over districts Dindori, Balaghat in MP. Only 6 permanent 
messengers cum peon were working in the Bank, rest of the work were managed through daily rated workers 
like claimant. Bank has not regularized their services. Management thereby committed unfair labour practice. 
After the workman raised industrial dispute for regularization. Bank with ulterior motive terminated their 
services of all workmen on 25-11-03 without notice. Retrenchment compensation was not paid. Bank violated 
Section 25-F, 33 of ID Act. Bank had also not followed circular dated 8-10-84 issued by department of 
Finance and letter issued by NABARD dated 10-10-84. The recommendations of Gupta Award and award 
passed by NIT were not followed by the Bank. On such ground, workman prays for their reinstatement with 
consequential benefits. 

6. In R/45/06, Written Statement is filed at Page 13/1 to 5 opposing claim of workman. Preliminary objection is 
raised that the statements of claimant is not tenable as monetary requirements of Rule 4(c) ID Act not 
followed. That there is no employer employee relationship. Provisions of ID Act are not applicable. 
Management denied engagement of workman against sanctioned post of messenger cum peon on daily wages. 
Management denied engagement of claimant No.l on 25-6-95, claimant No.2 on 14-4-90, claimant No.3 on 
15-7-85, claimant No.4 on 16-6-97. 2 nd party denied that claimants rendered services morning to evening. It is 
denied that workmen were not assigned duty claimed by them of regular messenger/ peon. That it is denied 
that Bank had managed the work of messenger cum peon by daily rated workman like claimants. The work 
was not of permanent nature. The claimants were not appointed. There was no question of their regularization 
in service. The demand of claimants for regularization is prevalous. That management terminated their 
services on 27-11-03. There was no question of terminating services of workman with ulterior motive. 2 nd 
party denies that claimants have worked more than 240 days during any of the year. It is denied that there was 
no question of payment of retrenchment compensation as workmen were not appointed by the Bank. 2 nd party 
denies that claimants were assigned work of collecting stamps, cheques, documents within the inter branch 
dealings of the Banks. It is contented that management deliberately not provided appointment orders is false. 
There cannot be any appointment order without statutory appointment. There was no master servant 
relationship between parties. It is denied that job of messenger cum farrash is of perennial nature. That 
circular dated 8-10-84 of Finance Department Circular IDD(RRB)CC dated 7-5-87 is not applicable to the 
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claimants. The recommendations proponed by Gupta Committee are also not applicable to the claimants. That 
daily wager is engaged for specific work as per quantum of work. Wages are paid to such casual and 
temporary persons, there is no continuity of service. Such person cannot claim regularization. He has no right 
for claiming regularization, there is no sanctioned post. On such contentions, 2 nd party prays for rejection of 
claim. 

7. That 1st party submitted rejoinder at Page 14/1 to 14/2 reiterating their contentions in statement of claim. 

8. In R/43/04 in his statement of claim, Dhruv Kumar Nanda has pleaded that 2 nd party Bank established on 
14-11-82 in District Mandla and Balaghat. Bank had 31 branches in Mandla district, 26 in Balaghat district, 
dindori district was also included. Bank had total 57 branches. 167 employees were working including 
officers, clerks, typist etc. only 6 messengers cum peon were working in the Bank. Work of peon cum 
messengers was extracted from daily wagers like claimants. That workman was working continuously from 
1997 to 24-11-03. His services were not regularized. The service of workman as terminated on 25-11-03. The 
Bank had failed to comply circular dated 8-10-84, award of NIT, recommendations of Gupta committee. 
Workman claims regularization on post of messenger cum peon. 

9. In R/43/04, management filed Written Statement at Page 7/1 to 7/3 denying employer employee relationship. 
It was denied that workman was engaged on daily wages , master servant relationship was denied, ID Act is 
not applicable. It is denied that workman was discriminated or his services were terminated in violation of 
Section 22,33 of ID Act. It is denied that services of workman were terminated during pendency of reference. 

10. In R/44/04, in statement of claim, workman has pleaded identical contentions that he was continuously 
working from 14-4-90 to 24-11-03. His services were not regularized. Claimant was offered services on 
temporary/ daily wage basis. He had continuously worked till 24-11-03. He rendered more than 240 days 
continuous service during each of the year. Bank had not followed circular dated 8-10-84, recommendations 
of Gupta Committee and circular dated 20-3-93 of NABARD. Workman claimed regularization in service. 

11. In R/44/04, management filed Written Statement denying employer employee relationship. It was denied that 
workman was engaged on daily wages , master servant relationship was denied, ID Act is not applicable. It is 
denied that workman was discriminated or his services were terminated in violation of Section 22,33 of ID 
Act. It is denied that services of workman were terminated during pendency of reference. 

12. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:- 


In Case No.R/45/06- 


(i) Whether the action of the management of the Chairman, 
Satpura Kshetriya Gramin Bank in terminating the services 
of Shri Ashish Kumar Kachwaha, Shri Jethu Singh 
Kulasthe, Shri Lakhan Lai Jharia & Shri Dhruv Kumar 
Nanda is legal and justified? 

In Negative 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

As per final order 


In Case No.R/43/04- 


(i) Whether the action of the management of the Chairman, 
Satpura Kshetriya Gramin Bank in not regularising Shri 
Dhruv Kumar Nanda is legal and justified? 

As services of workman are terminated, 
claim for regularization is not tenable. 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

Workman is not entitled to any relief. 


In Case No.R/44/04- 


(i) Whether the action of the management of the Chairman, 
Satpura Kshetriya Gramin Bank in not regularising Shri 
Jethu Singh Kulasthe is legal and justified? 

As services of workman are terminated, 
claim for regularization is not tenable. 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

Workman is not entitled to any relief. 
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REASONS 

13. The term of reference pertains to legality of termination of services of claimants Shri Ashish Kumar 
Kachwaha, Shri Jethu Singh Kulasthe, Shri Lakhan Lai Jharia & Shri Dhruv Kumar Nanda. All the claimants 
filed their identical affidavit of evidence. Shri Dhruv Kumar in his affidavit has stated that he was engaged on 
daily wages messenger on 5-5-96, his services were terminated on 25-11-03. He was regularly working for 7 
years. He had paid Union contribution. Letter dated 24-11-03 was issued by management, that his services 
was regularized, his services were terminated on 25-11-03 without notice. Retrenchment compensation was 
not paid to him. During 5-5-96 to 25-11-03, he had rendered more than 240 days continuous service. He was 
paid salary, arrears of bonus. He was doing various kinds of work, handling work of inward, outward and 
handling of record. Union had given letter dated 21-6-97 for regularization of daily wage employees. 12 % 
amount of PF was deducted from his salary from 1-10-99. That fresh recruitment process was started by the 
Bank for messengers. His services were terminated without notice. Retrenchment compensation was not paid 
to him. 

14. Shri Ashish Kumar Kachwaha also filed identical affidavit claiming that he was working in the Bank from 
28-6-95 till 25-11-03. He was regularly working for 8 Vz years. His services were terminated on 25-11-2003. 
He worked more than 240 days during each of the year. Jethu Singh filed affidavit of his evidence that he was 
orally engaged on 14-4-90 as daily wage messenger cum peon. He was continuously working till 25-11-03. 
Amount of PF was deducted. He was doing various kinds of work. 

15. Lakhanlal in his affidavit of evidence has stated that he was working in the Bank from 20-7-85. He was 
continuously working for 18 years till 25-11-03, his services were terminated on 25-11-03. He was initially 
paid Rs.5/- per day. He was interviewed on 30-4-88. All the claimants have stated in their affidavit that they 
are unemployed after termination of their services. He says that from 1-10-99, 12 % PF was deducted from his 
salary. As per head office circular dated 17-7-01, PF Account was opened in his name. Loan for purchasing 
bicycle was sanctioned by management on 15-12-86. As per circular dated 3-3-11, management has started 
fresh recruitment. 

16. Shri Dhruv Kumar Nanda in his cross examination says post was not advertised at the time of his engagement. 
The notice was displayed on notice board, his written test was not taken. His name was enrolled in 
Employment Exchange. Registration cared of Employment Exchange is not produced. He not received 
appointment letter. The appointment letter was issued by the Bank but it was with the Branch Manager. He 
was doing work of cleaning, sweeping distribution of dak. Sweeper was not appointed in the branch. He 
denies that he was engaged as per need of work. His wages were paid at end of month. His attendance was 
maintained. He has not produced attendance register in the case as register is in custody of the Bank. That he 
had not given application for production of attendance register. It is brought to my notice that application for 
production of document was filed. They received wages for his actual working days, the intimation about 
termination of his service was given to him by Branch Manager, order in writing was not given to him. 

17. Shri Ashish Kachwaha in his cross examination says that he has also raised dispute for regularization. 2 nd 
party has appointed him, his name was enrolled in Employment Exchange office. Document is not produced 
as same is not required. He was engaged as daily wage messenger, written test was not conducted, his oral 
interview was taken. He was appointed as messenger. He denies that there is no post of messenger. Before 
termination of his service, meeting of the manageme3nt was held. In said meeting, it was decided the 
employees who raise dispute be terminated from service, its intimation was given to him by Branch Manager. 
He was appointed by Branch Manager. He denies that Branch Manager has no authority to appoint him. 
Appointment letter is not produced. He was continuously working, copy of attendance register is not 
produced. 

18. In his cross examination, Jethu Singh says appointment letter was not given to him. He was appointed as peon 
on daily wages. He denies that he was engaged only for 1-2 hours. After his interview, head office had issued 
appointment letter. He was working as messenger cum peon. Branch Manager had send information about him 
to head office thereafter he was interviewed. Presently he is working in the agricultural lands. He received 
wages for his actual working days. 

19. Shri Lakhanlal in his cross examination says he produced letter for interview dated 30-4-88. Appointment 
letter was not given to him. Management has no enmity with him. He was paid wages for his working days 
deducting 12 % PF contribution. He denies that he not worked more than 240 days during any year. Work of 
messenger is distributing dak from one place to another. 

20. Affidavit of evidence of management’s witness Vimal Kumar Jain is that all 4 claimants were not engaged 
calling their names through Employment Exchange or publishing advertisements engagement of claimants 
was a stop gap arrangement of casual nature. Claimants were not engaged against sanctioned vacant post. 
Their engagement was intermittent. Claimants had not worked more than 240 days during any calendar year. 
There was no need to issue notice or payment of compensation to the claimants. Master servant relationship 


7184 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : SEPTEMBER 16, 2017/BHADRA 25, 1939 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


was not existing. Management’s witness in his cross says he was appointed on 5-10-84. Since 2014, he is 
working in personal department. Personally he not acquainted with claimants. During 2001-02, he was posted 
at Mandla branch. He had seen documents w.r.t. claimant Dhruv Kumar at Ghugri branch. He was not 
working as regular employee, during 96 to 2003, Dhruv Kumar was working at Ghugri branch but witness of 
management was unable to tell his working days. That he was not posted at Shahpura branch.l claimant Jeetu 
singh was working in Shahpura branch from 14-4-90 to 25-11-03 but he was not continuously working. He 
was not posted at Bakori branch. Claimant Lakhan worked from 1991 to 2003 but he was not continuously 
working. Witness denied that all the claimants were stopped from working on 25-11-03. He explained that 
claimants did not attend work. Notice was not issued by management to claimants. Claimants were not served 
with notice, retrenchment compensation was not paid to him. The claimants had raised dispute for 
regularization before ALC. Witness of management denies that during pendency of proceeding before ALc, 
their services were terminated. In his further cross, management's witness denies that all the claimants have 
worked more than 240 days during calendar year. He claims ignorance about deduction of PF contribution of 
Ashish Kushwah from 2001 to 25-11-03. He denies that Ashish Kushwah was paid TA DA bonus cycle 
allowance and EPF contribution. Witness of management claims ignorance that appointment letter was given 
to Ashish Kushwah. Dhruv Kumar. Management’s witness denied that all claimants completed more than 240 
days continuous service before their termination on 25-11-03. That entries of payments made to the claimants 
are recorded in cash book, their names are not recorded about payment. That information about deduction of 
PF of claimants may be available in PF office. Record of EPF is also maintained by the Bank. He had seen 
that record but it is not produced. Witness says record is not maintained beyond 60 days. Management's 
witness claims ignorance that claimants Ashish Kumar worked for continuous 8 years, Dhruv Kumar for 7 
years, Jethu for 13 years, Lakhan for 12 years on daily wages. That during 1990 to 03, post of messenger was 
not vacant. Witness was unable to tell sanctioned post in the Bank. Evidence about working of all claimants is 
not shattered in their cross examination. From evidence of claimants Dhruv Kumar, documents Exhibit W- 
28,29, from evidence of Ashish Kachwaha documents Exhibit W-l to 12, from evidence of Jethu documents 
Exhibit W-13 to 21, from evidence of Lakhanlal documents Exhibit W-22 to 27 are admitted. Exhibit W-22 
relates to payment of daily wages Rs.162. Exhibit W-23 pertains to total 9 articles of stationary in name of 
Lakhan. Exhibit W-24 EPF receipt for the year 2006-07 in name of Lakhan lal. Exhibit W-25 pertains to 
taking statement by Lakhanlal, W-26 pertains to part time service of Lakhan dated 30-4-88. W-7 pertains toi 
payment of wages to Lakhan in 1991. W-28 pertains to payment of wages to Lakhan Exhibit W-l is letter 
dated 24-11-03 issued by Branch Manager prohibiting to terminate services of claimants as they had filed 
proceedings against management. Exhibit W-2 is letter dated 21-6-97 given by President of Union for 
regularization of daily wage employees, W-3 is letter given by General Manager dated 30-9-99 for deduction 
of PF of daily wage employees. W-4 is letter issued by Chairman of Bank regarding deduction of PF of daily 
wage employee Ashish Kushwah. W-5 pertains to deductin of PF of Ashish Kushwah., Exhibit W-6 is letter 
given by APO dated 10-6-11 that amount of Rs.13712 was deposited in GPF account of Ashish Kushwah. W- 
7 is order passed under RTI in appeal. Exhibit W-8 pertains to information under RTI. W-9 pertains to 
information about recruitment process for post of messenger was started in the year 2011. Exhibit W-13 are 
copies of 15 payment vouchers to farrash without mentioning the name. W-17 is letter dated 8-8-03 relating to 
information under RTI Act about working of Jethu singh and others. W-19 pertains to delivering of stationary 
articles in Shahpura branch by Jethu Singh. Exhibit W-28 is letter under RTI Act regarding contribution of PF 
of Dhruv Kumar - amount deposited in his account are shown. In Exhibit W-29, letter under RTI Act amount 
deposited in PF Account of Dhruv Kumar are shown. Management has not produced any documents about 
working days or payments made to the workman. Evidence of all the claimants about their working on daily 
wages is corroborated by documents produced on record. Management has withheld the documents about 
working and payments made to the claimants. Though 1st party has alleged violation of circular of 1984, 
recommendations of committee, documents in that regard are not produced. Management's witness has not 
produced documents about sanctioned post of all branches. Workmen are engaged on daily wages for years 
together amounts to unfair labour practice under Item 10, Schedule V of ID Act. 

21. In written note of argument submitted by management, general submissions are made that appointment not 
made as per the recruitment rules. The daily wagers are not entitled for regularization. Claimants were not 
appointed following recruitment rules, they had not completed 240 days continuous service, provisions of ID 
Act are not applicable. Argument of management cannot be accepted as evidence of claimants corroborated by 
documents establish that 1st party claimants were engaged for years together on daily wages. 

22. Learned counsel for 1st party Shri A.K.Shashi relies on ratio held in case between- 

Maharashtra State Board of Secondary and Higher Secondary Education, Amravasti and another versus Sanjay 
Krishnarao Shrungare, Amrati reported in 2008-II-CLR-301. Their Lordship dealing with complaints under 
Maharashtra Recognition of Trade Unions and Prevention of Unfair Labour Practices Act, 1971 held that best 
possible evidence with the appellant on the point of total service put in by the respondents not brought on 
record by the appellant. Appellant has to blame itself for this failure on its part. 
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New Delhi, the 11th September, 2017 

S.O. 2184. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.7/2014) of the Cent.Govt. Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court Jabalpur 
as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of Indore and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 11.09.2017. 

[No. L-12012/72/2009- IR(B-l)] 
B.S. BISHT. Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/7/2014 


Shri Bhavsingh, 

S/o Shri Mukamsingh Chouhan, 

R/o Patel Phalia, Jobatt, 

Distt. Jhabua (MP) ... Workman 

Versus 

Branch Manager, 

State Bank of Indore, 

Jobat Branch, Jhabua (MP) .. .Management 


AWARD 

Passed on this 21st day of July 2017 

1. As per letter dated 21-7-17 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification 
No.L-12012/72/2009-IR(B-I). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of the then State Bank of Indore, Jobat branch, now State Bank of 
India, Jobat Branch in terminating the services of Shri Bhav Singh, S/o Shri Mukam Singh Chouhan w.e.f. 
12-1-2007 is legal and justified? To what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of 
claim. Case of workman is that he was engaged as peon in Jobat branch of the Bank in the year 2003. He 
was required to work from 8 AM to 8 PM. He was doing cleaning, sweeping, dusting work, supplying 
drinking water, distribution of dak. That he was continuously working from 2003 to 12-11-07. He was 
working all 7 days in a week. However he was paid salary deducting wages for holidays and Sunday. The 
payment was made to him under yellow vouchers obtaining his signatures. The record is available in the 
bank. Branch Manager Bharat was making payment to him on reimbursement basis. On 12-11-07, his 
services were terminated without notice. That during 2003 to 2007, he worked more than 240 days during 
each of the year. He was regular employee under Section 25 B of ID Act. His services were terminated 
without notice, retrenchment compensation as not paid to him. Termination of his service is in violation of 
Section 25-F of ID Act. On such ground, workman prays for his reinstatement with backwages. 

3. 2 nd party filed Written Statement opposing claim of workman. 2 nd party submits that it is established under 
State Bank of India Act. State Bank of Indore was merged with it on 28-7-2010. As per notification dated 
27-8-2010 only permanent employees working in State Bank of Indore are absorbed in State Bank of India. 
1st party workman worked on daily wages is not entitled for absorption in the Bank. Workman was not 
eligible for giving option as per the notification. 2 nd party denies that workman worked as peon on daily 
wages in State Bank of India since 2003. It is denied that he was working from 8 AM to 8 PM. Workman 
was not in continuous service. Workman has not disclosed details of his working. It is denied that the 
record about his working is available in the Bank. 2 nd party has referred to ratio held in various cases and 
submits that as workman was not appointed following recruitment rules against sanctioned vacancies, his 
claim deserves to be dismissed. 

4. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as 
under. My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:— 
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(i) Whether the action of the management of the then State Bank of 
Indore, Jobat branch, now State Bank of India, Jobat Branch in 
terminating the services of Shri Bhav Singh, S/o Shri Mukam Singh 
Chouhan w.e.f. 12-1-2007 is legal and justified? 

The dispute under reference 
could not be decided on merit. 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

Workman is not entitled to any 
relief. 


REASONS 

5. After reference of the dispute, both parties submitted their pleadings. Workman did not produce his 
evidence. It appears workman was dead. His LRs are not brought on record. No evidence is adduced by 
workman or his LRs in the matter. Evidence of 1st party was closed on 1-5-2017. 

6. 2 nd party management also not adduced evidence. In absence of evidence by both parties, reference could not 

be decided on merit, accordingly I record my finding in point No. 1. 

7. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The dispute under reference could not be decided on merit. 

(2) Workman is not entitled to any relief. 

R.B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

f^cfefr, 11 RldEsK, 2017 

7ET3TT. 2185-affefrRHh f7RTR 3 tR[R[7R,1 947 (1947 14) ^ RRT 17 ^ H 

TTWTft HKrik $ JRRTRT R[ RT£ PldMcbl affe ffef 3^71 H 

afRfrRr ^ tfrtn affefrffe^ rRerfr rrrfj? r) wr (wf wt 10/2015) ^ 

ycbiRid Wfr t, wr tfrtn t?/ 11.09.2017 ^ ottt it rti 

[TT. /ef—12011/89/2014—aiT^ 3TTT (f[-l)] 
T^fT. fine, 3TJRFT 3jRrtt/[ 


New Delhi, the 11th September, 2017 

S.O. 2185. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 10/2015) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 11.09.2017. 

[No. L-12011/89/2014- IR(B-l)] 
B.S. BISHT, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/10/2015 


General Secretary, 

Dainik Vetan Bhogi Bank Karamchari Sangathan, 

F-l, Karambhoomi, Tripti Vihar, 

Opp Engineering College, Ujjain (MP) .. .Workman/Union 

Versus 

State Bank of India, 

Regional Business Office, 

5, Yashwant Niwas Indore, Bhopal 


.. .Management 
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AWARD 

Passed on this 3 rd day of luly 2017 

1. As per letter dated 1-1-2015 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification 
No. L-1201 l/89/2014-IR(B-I). The dispute under reference relates to: 

"Whether the demand by the General Secretary, Dainik Vetan Bhogi Karmchari Sangathan w.r.t. Shri Suresh 
Chandra Solanki working in State Bank of India during period 1-6-07 to 31-10-2011 for difference of wages 
as per Bipartite Settlement is justified? If so to what relief workman Shri Suresh Chandra Solanki is entitled 
for?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party submitted statement of claim through 
General Secretary, Daily Wage Bank Employees Union. The case of 1st party workman is that services of 
Bank employees are covered by Para 20.7 of Bipartite Settlement dated 19-10-66. On 1-6-07, workman was 
orally engaged as permanent peon on daily wages Rs.60/-. The wages were increased to Rs.80, 100, 150 per 
day. The record is available with the Bank. The monthly payments were made through Saving Bank Account. 
State Bank of Indore is merged in State Bank of India in August 2010. He was not paid bonus for the year 
2007 to 2012. He worked under various Branch Managers. Workman further submits that daily wage 
employees were paid scale wages as per Para 5.191 of Desai Award & Bipartite Settlement dated 9-0-96. He 
claims to be entitled to scale wage as per 4 th to 9 th bipartite settlement. The scale wages were paid to Vir 
Singh, Sushil Tiwari, Chhotelal Kushwah in Vindyanchal and Chholaroad branch, Bhopal. On such ground, 
workman prays for payment of difference of wages. 

3. 2 nd party is proceeded without Written Statement on 5-8-2015. 

4. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:- 


(i) Whether demand by the General Secretary, 
Dainik Vetan Bhogi Karmchari Sangathan w.r.t. 
Shri Suresh Chandra Solanki working in State Bank 
of India during period 1-6-07 to 31-10-2011 for 
difference of wages as per Bipartite Settlement is 
justified? 

In Negative 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

Workman is not entitled to any relief. 


5. Point No.l- The term of reference pertains to demand of Union for difference of wages as per Bipartite 
Settlement. 2 nd party management had not filed Written Statement. 2 nd party is proceeded without Written 
Statement on 5-8-15. 

6. Workman filed affidavit of his evidence supporting his contentions in statement of claim that he was engaged 
as daily wage peon on 1-6-07. He was paid Rs.60 per day. Wages were increased to Rs.80,100,150 per day. 
He was working 8 hours in Bank from 9.30 AM to 6 PM. He worked more than 240 days in the branch. His 
services were terminated without notice on 31-10-11. Retrenchment compensation was not paid to him. He 
worked with various Branch Managers. That as per 9 lh Bipartite Settlement dated 27-4-00, applicable from 
1-11-07, the pay scale of employees in sub cadre was Rs.5500-000 & from 1-5-10 Rs.5815 to 1315. The 
difference was paid to Vir Singh, Sushil Tiwari, Chhotelal Kushwah in Vindyanchal and Chholaroad branch, 
Bhopal as per settlement dated 1-6-07. The minimum wages prescribed are for unskilled, skilled categories as 
narrated. From evidence of workman, documents Exhibit W- to 5 are admitted. In his cross examination, 
workman admits Exhibit W-4,5 are not bearing seal of Bank. In his further cross, he admits any selection 
process was not followed before his engagement. Appointment letter was not given to him. Wages were paid 
in cash and depositing in Bank. He was not paid wages 4-15 days. He claims ignorance about bipartite 
settlement mentioned in his affidavit of evidence. On re-examination, workman says he had paid membership 
subscription as per Exhibit W-6. 

7. Management has not filed Written Statement as well as evidence. Document Exhibit W-l is Banker’s cheque 
issued in name of workman for amount of Rs.2012/-. Exhibit W-3 is copy of Banker’s cheque for Rs.1217 in 
name of workman. Exhibit W-/2-22 are entries in account in name of workman Suresh Chandra amount 
debited and credited in account are shown but entries donot disclose on what account, amount was credited in 
his account. Workman has not produced bipartite settlement. Therefore it is not possible to consider whether 
workman who was engaged on daily wages is entitled for wages under Bipartite Settlement. For above 
reasons, I record my finding in Point No.l in Negative. 
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8. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The demand by the General Secretary, Dainik Vetan Bhogi Karmchari Sangathan w.r.t. Shri Suresh 
Chandra Solanki working in State Bank of India during period 1-6-07 to 31-10-2011 for difference 
of wages as per Bipartite Settlement is not proper and legal. 

(2) Workman is not entitled to any relief. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

ftcfefr, 11 RlcfN'i, 2017 

7f7T.3IT. 2186-3^^^7 fTfTfJTJ 3TR[Rm,1947 (1947 TbI 14) ^ ETRT 17 7j) 31^3^1 H 

TTWTff -HKcTl-M Tfe % 7?) 7j) TfsfTg’ 3Tfe Tb^TbRf 7j) 3EJsf£-T if 

aMrfjtTb fTfTTK if Web lx; 3Tf STfRf cb 3lR[7b^JT, 7^ (wf WTT 13/2007) TbT 

ycblRld Tfr^cft t, Tdt Tffe^T Wcblxi Tbt 11.09.2017 Tbt HTH |3TT S-TT | 

[TT. 7^-12012/94/2005-311^ 3TN (fM)] 
7ft. YTT. fifes, 3EJHFT 3fR[7bl/t 

New Delhi, the 11th September, 2017 

S.O. 2186. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 13/2007) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 11.09.2017. 

[No. L-12012/94/2005- IR(B-l)] 
B.S. BISHT, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/13/2007 


Shri Vinay Kumar Mishra 
S/o Late Ram Shipahi Mishra, 

H. No. 874, Lai Mati Chand Mari Talia, 

Near Hanuman Mandir, Jabalpur ... Workman 

Versus 

Branch Manager, 

State Bank of India, Ridge Road Branch, 

Jabalpur. 

Deputy General Manager, 

State Bank of India, Regional Office, 

Vijay Nagar, Jabalpur .. .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 6 th day of July 2017 

1. As per letter dated 9-1-17 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No. 
L-12012/94/2005-IR(B-I). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India in not considering the services rendered 
from 1990 to 1996 for regularization and terminating the services of Shri Vinay Kumar Mishra from the 
year 1996 is justified? If not, what relief he is entitled to?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of claim 
at Page 3/1 to 3/3. Case of 1st party workman is that he was employed in 2 nd party No.3 GCF branch 
Jabalpur on post of waterman from January 1990. He worked till 31-12-91. Thereafter he was transferred 
to SBI Ridge Road branch Jabalpur-2 nd party No.3 where he worked till 1996. He was appointed following 
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selection process. He was continuously working to the satisfaction of his superiors. His services were 
discontinued by 2 nd party No.3 without notice in 1996. He completed more than 240 days continuous 
service during each of the calendar year. He had acquired status of permanent employee. That 
discontinuation of his service is arbitrary and act of victimization, unfair labour practice. It amounts to 
retrenchment under ID Act. He was not paid retrenchment compensation. Termination of his service is in 
violation of Section 25-F of ID Act. After his discontinuation, 2 nd party appointed fresh persons for same 
job and regularize them. As such violate Section 25 H of ID Act. On such ground, workman prays for his 
reinstatement with backwages. 

3. 2 nd party filed Written Statement opposing claim of workman. 2 nd party contends that reference made by 
Government assuming workman in employment of management is not legal. Said disputed question is 
required to be decided by this Tribunal. While making reference, submissions of 2 nd party were overlooked. 
Management had denied employer employee relationship on conciliation proceeding. That workman was 
employed in staff canteen managed by Implementation Committee/ Welfare Committee. Bank management 
had no concern with function of the committee. 

4. 2 nd party further reiterates 1st party was not employed by the management. There was no question of his 
transfer to other branch. 1st party was not employed by management. There was no question of his 
selection. That workman has taken contradictory pleas about his employment to pleas taken in conciliation 
proceedings. Before ALC Jabalpur, 1st party had claimed that he worked as machine boy in GCF branch 
SBI. No such post is existing in the branch. Management never employed workman. There was no question 
of his termination or discontinuation. It is denied that workman had worked continuously more than 240 
days in a year. It is reiterated that employer employee relationship does not existed between 1st party and 
management. There was no question of his retrenchment in violation of provisions of ID Act. 2 nd party has 
referred to ratio held in various cases and prays that workman is not entitled to any relief. 1st party filed 
rejoinder reiterating that he was working as waterman, messenger, canteen boy. His salary was prepared 
along with other staff in the Bank. Charge register was maintained in the branch. Payments were made 
from petty cash by cheque. 

5. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as 
under. My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below 


(i) Whether the action of the management of State 
Bank of India in not considering the services 
rendered from 1990 to 1996 for regularization and 
terminating the services of Shri Vinay Kumar 
Mishra from the year 1996 is justified? 

In Affirmative 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

Workman is not entitled to any relief. 


REASONS 

6. The term of reference pertains to denial of regularization and legality of termination of services of 
workman. Affidavit of evidence is filed by workman supporting his claim. From January 990, he was 
appointed as waterman on vacant post. He was continuously working till 31-12-91. Thereafter he was 
transferred to Ridge Road branch where he worked till 1996. His services were orally terminated in 1996. 
He completed more than 240 days continuous service preceding 12 months of termination of his service. 
He was paid from petty cash ledger vouchers were prepared. More than 100 employees are working in the 
Bank. Notice of termination was not given to him. He was not paid retrenchment compensation. After 
termination of his service, he is unemployed. In his cross examination, workman says appointment letter 
was not given to him. He was interviewed before his engagement. The post used to be advertised. He was 
appointed on vacant post of waterman. Even after his request, appointment letter was not given. He denies 
that he was engaged as per exigencies. After his disengagement, Manoj Tiwari, Vikas Sharma are engaged 
in GCF branch. He denied that he not worked more than 240 days during any year. 

7. Management’s witness Anup Bannerjee filed affidavit of his evidence. Management’s witness in his 
affidavit says workman was employed in staff canteen managed by Welfare Committee. He was never 
employed by management, there was no question of his transfer. Recruitment in Bank is done through 
selection process. Recruitment is done through SSC. Management’s witness in his cross says he was posted 
in FCF branch, Ridge Road branch during 1990 to 1996. From record available in the Bank as to who were 
working during the period 90-96, he filed affidavit of his evidence. He had seen documents for the period 
1991 to 996. Those documents are not produced on record. 
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8. During course of argument, learned counsel for 1st party workman Shri R.K.Soni submits that application 
for production of documents was filed by 1st party on 1-2-2011. Management has not produced documents. 
The record shows 2 nd party had filed reply to application for production of documents. As per ordersheet 
dated 27-6-12, counsel for management submitted that he will verify documents and will give report as 
well as relevant documents if possible will be produced. Case was fixed for production of documents. 
Documents are not produced by management. Shri R.K.Soni also submits that list of cheques about 
payments made to workman was admitted. Said list bears endorsement “Admit” but it is not certain who 
has made said endorsement, list of cheque was not exhibited. 

9 Learned counsel for management Shri R.C.Shrivastava in support of his argument relies on short note on the 
point that burden of proof lies on workman to show that he had worked continuously for 240 days in the 
preceding one year prior to his alleged retrenchment. Employee doesn’t derive any legal right to be 
regularized in service. 

10. Reliance is also placed on ratio held in case between 

Surendranagar District Panchayat versus Dahyabhai Amarsinh reported in 2005-AIR-SCW-5562. Their 
Lordship dealing with Section 25-F, 2(oo), 25B and 240 days continuous service held workman claims to 
have worked more than 10 years as daily wager apart from oral evidence workman has not produced any 
evidence to prove fact that he has worked for 240 days. No proof of receipt of salary or wages or any 
record or order in that regard was produced, no co-worker was examined, muster roll produced by 
employer has not been contradicted. That workman failed to discharge his burden that he was in 
employment for 240 days during preceding 12 months of date of termination of his service. 

He is not entitled to protection of Section 25-F of ID Act. For above reasons, I record my finding in Point 
No. 1 in Affirmative. 

11. Point No.2- In view of my finding in Point No.l workman has failed to prove termination of his service is 
illegal for violation of Section 25-F of ID Act. Workman is not entitled to any relief. 

12. I may also refer to ratio relied by Shri R.C.Shrivastava in case between- 

C.N.Ramappa Gowda versus Chandregowda and another reported in 2012(5)SCC-265. Ratio relies to 
uncontested or exparte judgment and decree when warranted. Matters to be proved by burden of proof on 
plaintiff. Existence of disputed questions of fact established from plaint itself. 

Ratio held in the case has no bearing to the facts of present case. 

Next reliance is placed in case between M.P.Housing Board and another versus Manoj Shrivastava reported 
in 2006(2)JLJ-1. Ratio held in the case pertains to Section 21(2)(B) of IE(SOS)Actl961(MP). The 
pleadings of parties are absolutely silent w.r.t. provisions of said act. Ratio held in the case therefore 
cannot be applied to case at hand. 

To sumup, the workman is not entitled to any relief as he has failed to establish his working more than 240 
days preceding termination of his services. Accordingly I record my finding in Point No.2. 

13. In the result, award is passed as under- 

CD The action of the management of State Bank of India in not considering the services rendered from 
1990 to 1996 for regularization and terminating the services of Shri Vinay Kumar Mishra from the 
year 1996 is legal and proper. 

(2) Workman is not entitled to any relief. 

R.B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

fWft, 11 RlcfN'l, 2017 

7HL3TL 2187.-3^^717 ftcTTC 3rRfRHHT,1947 (1947 7?>T 14) 7^ E[RT 17 t£ 31d/NU| H 7f^#T 
TTWTfr TO 'tefTf 7j> TOERTO ^ TOTOg" PlilMcbl 3TfR cfnfcbRf t£ #er 31^1 3 
fcfcfTC Tf 7?^#T 3MR|cb 3lR|7fTOT, t£ TOTfg (^-f TO5TT 17/2004) Tpf ycbiRid 

Tfroft t, wr Ti^ta trtftc ^ 11 . 09.2017 t?/ rtrt sin 

[TT. Tjef—41012/122/2000—3TT^ 3TR (sft—1)] 
eft. 3TJBFT 3lR[7J7TZr 
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New Delhi, the 11th September, 2017 

S.O. 2187. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 17/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Central Railway and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 11.09.2017. 

[No. L-41012/122/2000- IR(B-l)] 
B.S. BISHT. Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/17/2004 


Shri Ganesh Prasad, 

S/o Shri Babloo Lai 
C/o C.D. Lakhe, 

Near Kasturba Girls School, 

Near Gandhi Nagar, Po Itarsi, 

Distt. Hoshangabad (MP) ...Workman 

Versus 

Divisional Railway Manager, 

Central Railway, 

Divisional Office, Engineering Branch, 

Bhusawal 

Passed on this 11 th day of July, 2017 


.. .Management 


AWARD 


1. As per letter dated 10-3-2004 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D. Act, 1947 as per Notification 
No. L-41012/122/2000-IR(B-I). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of Central Raiwlay in terminating the services of Shri Ganesh 
Prasad S/o Shri Baboo Lai w.e.f. 22/11/1986 is justified? If not, to what relief the applicant is entitled to?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of claim 

at Page 4/1 to 4/6. Case of workman is that he was engaged as casual labour on 19-4-76. Casual service 
card was issued to him on payment of fees of Rs.2/-. On the basis of service card, he was appointed on post 
of permanent gangman during the period 19-4-78 to 22-10-86, he was working under PWI Harda. Service 
card No. 211623 was issued by PWI Harda. Service card was taken back from him telling him that he 
acquired permanent post. On 8-4-84, workman was informed vide notice by PWI Burhanpur that the post 
was not available in his jurisdiction. He would be disengaged from his work of gangman. That on 17-6-85, 
he was ill. He received treatment from Medical Officer Khandwa. Chargesheet was issued to him on 28-12- 
85 for unauthorised absence. His signatures were obtained on certain documents. Workman was not asked 
anything. Documents were in English. His services were terminated on 26-12-85. He was given 
understanding for filing appeal within 45 days. He was not supplied any documents. On 9-6-87 workman 
had sent appeal by RPAD. He didn’t receive any order from Appellate Authority. Workman submits order 
of his termination is void. He raised dispute. However the Government had refused to make reference 
without any reasons. Workman filed Writ Petition 6832/00. As per order dated 3-12-03, dispute has been 
referred by Government. By amendment, 1st party has pleaded that he has studied 4 th standard. He was in 
service till 28-12-85. Chargesheet was issued to him for unauthorized absence. He had submitted medical 
certificate bout his illness. He received order of termination on 24-10-86. Exparte enquiry was conducted 
against him. He was not given opportunity of Defence Assistant for producing evidence of his witnesses. 
Enquiry was conducted in violation of principles of natural justice. He was dismissed from service without 
issuing chargesheet. On such ground, workman prays for his reinstatement with backwages. 
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3. Management filed Written Statement opposing claim of workman at Page 6/3 to 6/7 opposing claim of 
workman. Engagement of workman is not disputed. 2 nd party submits that he was engaged as MRCL and 
not permanent gangman. It is denied that services of workman were terminated without following proper 
procedure. Workman was engaged as casual labour. After fulfilling conditions as per procedure, he was 
posted as MRCL. Workman was absent from duty. From 29-9-85 to 8-12-85 for 77 days broken period. 
Chargesheet was issued to workman on 28-12-85. Workman had acknowledged the same. That M.C.Chaco 
was appointed as Enquiry Officer. Enquiry was fixed on various dates 18-9-86. Workman was present in 
enquiry. After completion of enquiry, report was submitted. Considering the findings of Enquiry Officer, 
Disciplinary Authority passed order dated 18-10-86. Considering workman was found guilty of charges, 
punishment of removal was imposed. Workman failed to submit appeal against Enquiry Report. After 
dispute was raised by workman. Government found that dispute was raised after lapse of 14 years did not 
refer the dispute. It is reiterated that workman is not entitled to any relief. 

4. As per order dated 30-8-16, enquiry conducted against workman is found legal. 

5. Considering pleadings on record and findings on enquiry, the points which arise for my consideration and 
determination are as under. My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:- 


(i) Whether the charge of unauthorized absence 
alleged against workman is proved from 
evidence in Enquiry proceedings? 

In Affirmative 

(ii) Whether the punishment of removal imposed 
against workman is proper and legal? 

In Negative 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

As per final order 


REASONS 

6. Point No.l- As per order dated 30-8-16, enquiry conducted against workman is found legal. Whether 
charges alleged against workman are proved needs to be decided from evidence in Enquiry Proceeding. 
Management has produced documents at Exhibit M-l to M-ll. Chargesheet Exhibit M-3 issued on 11-12- 
85 for unauthorized absence of 77 days broken period. Enquiry Proceeding Exhibit M-8 in reply to Q.4,1st 
party workman admitted his absence for 77 days. Workman explained that he was not well consequently 
remained absent. Enquiry Officer submitted his report at Page 102 holding workman guilty of charges. 
Workman has not produced any document applying for leave or medical certificate about his illness. In 
evidence in Enquiry Proceedings, workman admitted his absence is sufficient to prove charge of 
unauthorized absence against workman. For above reasons, I record my finding in Point No. in Affirmative. 

7. Point No.2- As per my finding in Point No. charge of unauthorized absence for 77 days is proved against 
workman, question remains for consideration whether punishment of removal from service imposed against 
workman is proper and legal. Learned counsel for management Shri R.K. Soni submitted written notes of 
argument contending that the dispute is raised after long delay is not tenable. 

8. Reliance is placed on ratio held in case between- 

Nedungadi Bank Ltd. versus K.P.Madhavankutty and others. Their Lordship observed it could not be said 
that in the circumstances industrial dispute arise or not even after lapse of about 7 years of dismissal of the 
respondent. Whenever workman raised some dispute, it doesnot become industrial dispute and appropriate 
Government cannot in a mechanical fashion make a reference of the alleged dispute treating it as industrial 
dispute. Central Government lacked power to make reference both on the ground of delay in invoking the 
power under Section 10 of the Act and there being no industrial dispute existing or even apprehended. 

Learned counsel for workman Shri P.Yadav on the point relies on ratio held in case between 

Shahaji versus Executive Engineer PWD reported in 2007(115)FLR-675. Their Lordship dealing with delay 
held if reference is delayed by several years, reference made about 16 years difference. Labour Court not 
entertained the dispute on the ground of delay in making reference. Judgment of this Court in Ajaib Singh lays 
down the correct law. In para-5 of the judgment. Lordship considering ratio held in Case of Ajaib Singh versus 
Sirhind Coop Marketing cum processing Society Ltd and Nedungadi Bank Ltd case, Sapan Kumar Pandit case, 
held we have gone through the judgment, we have no doubt that the judgment of this court in Ajaib Singh’s 
case lays down law correctly. In the instance case, there was no ground of delay urged by management. Even 
if there was delay in making the reference, the Labour court came to the conclusion that termination was illegal, 
it could have suitably moulded the relief to be granted to the workman in view of delay. In such cases, the 
award of backwages may either be not permitted or curtailed. In Nedungadi Bank’s case what was challenged 
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before the High Court was the order making the reference. That was not a case where Labour Court refused to 
entertain the dispute on ground of delay. 

Considering ratio held in above cited case and dispute is raised after delay of about 7 years, the relief could be 
suitably moulded, in present case, punishment of removal is imposed against workman for unauthorised absence 
for 77 days i.e. for short period. Removal from service would not be justified, the punishment appears harsh. 
Shri R.K.Soni on the point relies on ratio held in case between 

State of Rajasthan versus Mohammed Ayub Naz reported in 2006-AIR-SCW-197. Their Lordship dealing with 
punishment imposed by Disciplinary Authority considering delinquent remaining absent for 3 years, 
interference in punishment of removal from service was held. 

The facts of present case are different. The admitted unauthorized absence is only for 77 days therefore ratio 
held in the case cannot be beneficially applied to present case. 

Reliance is also held in case between New India Assurance Company Ltd versus Vipin Behari Lai Srivastava 
reported in 2008-AIR-SCW-1629. The facts are not comparable. Workman was unauthorized absent for 600 
days. Medical certificate from registered medical practitioner was not produced. 

Considering short period of absence of workman for 77 days, punishment of removal from service is not 
justified. In my considered view, punishment of removal is modified to withholding of 3 increments. 
Accordingly I record my finding in Point No.2. 

9. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management of Central Raiwlay in terminating the services of Shri Ganesh Prasad S/o Shri 
Baboo Lai w.e.f. 22/11/1986 is illegal. 

(2) Punishment of removal from service is modified to withholding of 3 increments. Workman be reinstated with 
continuity of service but without backwages. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

h/ 11 Rld'HK 2017 

7HL31L 2188.-3^^717 ferc 3 iR[RhHT, 1947 (1947 Tflj 14) 7^ E-TRT 17 7f> H 

TTWTfr 3TT^3TT^#3TI^ fcfj t£ PT^TcfoT t£ PjilMcb) sfft Tfnfel/r 7f> ffa 3T^LT 

if sMRf dp ftcfTC if TR7ETT 3ft #[dp aiRpMUT, vd'sld^ 7f> (TRrf TRSTT 

33/2013) cfTf ycblRld f, t/j 7^^ TRTfTTC 711.09.2017 7?/ ITEcT f3TT an I 

[TT. Tjol-12011/57/2012-31)/ 3TN (fM)] 

sfr. TTfT. 3TJBFJ- 3lR[7bTfr 

New Delhi, the 11th September, 2017 

S.O. 2188. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 33/2013) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of ICICI Bank Ltd. and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 11.09.2017. 

[No. L-12011/57/2012- IR(B-l)] 
B.S. BISHT. Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE ENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/33/2013 


General Secretary, 

Dainik Vetan Bhogi Bank Karmchari Sangathan, 

F-l, Tripti Vihar, Opp Engg.College, Ujjain .. .Workman/Union 

Versus 

Assistant General Manager, 

HRMG, ICICI Bank Ltd., 

Trans Trade Center, MiDC, Seepz, Andheri (E), Mumbai 


...Management 
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AWARD 

Passed on this 3 rd day of July, 2017 

1. As per letter dated 1-2-13 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification 
No.L-12011/57/2012-IR(B-I). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“1. As claimed by Union whether Shiv Singh Gehlot is entitled for regularization in the service of non¬ 
application from 10-5-10. If so then the benefits if any he is entitled to? 2. ICICI-BOR is a Banking 
Industry? 3. The nearest Tribunal is CGIT, Jabalpur? 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of claim 

through General Secretary. Daily Wage Bank Employees Union. Case of 1st party workman is that he was 
working in Bank of Rajasthan since 26-11-93 as peon who was doing cleaning sweeping work. Bank of 
Rajasthan is merged in ICICI Bank. He was paid Rs.13 per day, he was doing work of cleaning, sweeping , 
supplying drinking water to staff and customers. Wages were increased to Rs.300. He was paid /3 rd scale 
wages as per 6 th to 9 th Bipartite settlement. Payment was made to him in bogus name. After revision of pay 
as per 9 th settlement, from 1-11-07, his pay was increased from Rs.740 pm to Rs.1030 pm. He was paid 
arrears. Revised pay was paid to him from November 2010. Arrears of Rs.3225 was deposited in his Saving 
Account No. 0040285101400. That he worked more than 240 days during each year. He had rendered 20 
years unblemished service. He was eligible for regularization. Workman claims difference of wages 
claiming l/3 rd pay scale as per Bipartite Settlement. 

3. 2 nd party filed Written Statement opposing claim of workman. 2 nd party raised preliminary objection that 
Shri R.Nagwanshi being a dismissed employee of State Bank of Indore is not competent to raise the 
dispute. 2 nd party has referred to ratio held in various cases. Hon’ble High Court held that Shri R. 
Nagwanshi is not competent to raise and prosecute the dispute. 

4. 2 nd party further submits that it is a banking establishment. Bank of Rajasthan was merged in ICICI Bank. 
Bank has rules and regulations for recruitment, appointments of clerks, sub staff etc. workman was not 
appointed following selection process, appointment letter was not issued to him. That during working hours 
of the Bank for cleaning sweeping work, workman was engaged on casual basis for 20-25 minutes as per 
exigency. Workman was paid as casual labour. He was not working as regular peon in the Bank. Branch 
Manager has no authority to appoint peon. 1st party is not covered as workman under ID Act. He not 
completed 240 days continuous service. That 1st party workman is working in private establishment. 
Workman had filed proceeding under MW Act. Competent Authority held that workman was not entitled to 
minimum wages. Claim of workman was rejected. 1st party workman is raising various disputes. 2 nd party 
prays that claim of workman be rejected. 

5. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as 
under. My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:- 


(i) Whether ICICI Bank is an industry? 

In Affirmative 

(ii) Whether the claim of Union that Shri Shiv 
Singh Gehlot is entitled for regularization in 
the service of non-application from 10-5-10 
is legal? 

In Negative 

(iii) If so, to what relief the workman is entitled 

to?” 

Workman is not entitled to any relief. 


REASONS 

6. Point No.l- The term of reference pertains to whether 2 nd party Bank is an Industry. In Written statement 
filed by Bank and evidence of management’s witness, it is clear that the Bank is engaged in Banking 
business. 2 nd party is not discharging sovereign functions of State. Banking activities are covered under 
Section 2(j) of ID Act where Industry is defined. For above reasons, I hold my finding in Point No. that 
Bank is covered as a Banking Industry. 

7. Point No.2- The term of reference also pertains to demand by Union whether 1st party is entitled for 
regularization in service from 10-5-10 and consequential benefits workman is entitled to. Workman on 
28-4-15 after documents Exhibit W-l to 10 were admitted by management, submitted not to adduce 
evidence in the case. Documents Exhibit W-l is interview call issued to 1st party workman dated 20-3-99, 
Exhibit W-2 is letter issued by Dy.GM(P) dated 3-8-99 wr.t. requirement of cleaning staff. The detailed 
information will be submitted while making recommendations. Exhibit W-3 to 5 are copies of payments by 
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Banker’s cheque in name of Satish Sharma- Rs.300, workman Rs.740/- on 3-1-03, 3-9-00 to 3-10-02, 3-1- 
02, 3-7-02- Rs.480, 2/8/02- Rs.740/- & 4-3-02- Rs.300. Exhibit W-6 is reply filed before RLC, 
management contending that workman was engaged for 20 months. Exhibit W-7 shows demand of arrears 
to 1st party workman during year 99 to 2006. Total amount Rs. 11200.70. Exhibit W-8 shows payment of 
Rs.6690 to 1st party workman on 5-8-07, Rs.4510.70 on 5-3-07, Exhibit W-9 is copy of entries in State 
Bank Account of workman showing different amount deposited during the year March 07 to Feb. 11 & 
entries of it. Those documents donot shows that workman was working for 8 hours s claimed by him. 
Exhibit W-10 is order of merger of Bank of Rajasthan in ICICI Bank. 

8. As 1st party workman has not adduced evidence, his claim that he was continuously working from 
26-11-93 or he had completed 240 days continuous service preceding 12 months of termination of his 
service cannot be established. 

9. Management filed affidavit of evidence of Shristi Priya supporting contentions in Written Statement that 
workman was engaged for 20-25 minutes for cleaning sweeping work. Workman not completed 240 days 
continuous service. In her cross-examination, management’s witness says that Bank of Rajasthan merged in 
ICICI Bank in August 2010. She was not posted in Neemuch branch. She claims ignorance at what rate 
workman was paid wages. She also claims ignorance whether difference of arrears was paid to workman or 
he was paid scale wages. Evidence in cross-examination of management’s witness doesnot support that 
workman had continuously worked more than 240 days or he was continuously working for 8 hours since 
initial engagement in 993. Claim for regularization of workman is not substantiated from evidence on 
record. Therefore I record my finding in Point No.2 in Negative. 

10. Point No.3- In view of my finding in Point No.2 claim for regularization of workman is not established, 
workman is not entitled to any relief. 

11. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The claim of Union that Shri Shiv Singh Gehlot is entitled for regularization in the service of non¬ 
application from 10-5-10 is not justified. 

(2) Workman is not entitled to any relief. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 


f^ecfr, 11 RhcI'HK 2017 

cbT.aTT. 2189.-311 til) Pl4> feK 3 tR[RhR, 1 947 (1947 14) 7^ ETRT 17 7f> 3i^W u l H 

TTWTfr 3TT^3TT^Tft3TT^ % (^3T[3TR) t£ WIcT5[ t£ TRTg PjilMcbl sfR cb^cbhil 7f> 

A PlRkl fTfcrrc if TOR 3lR[7fr^DT, w (wr 

TR5TT 114/2012) 7?/ ycDlf^lcl f, TTt TTWR 7?/ 11.09.2017 7?/ f3TT 3JT I 

[TT. W-12011/27/2002-3TT^ 3TN (fM)] 

eft. 3T5RFT 3lf£[cbTff 


New Delhi, the 11th September, 2017 

S.O. 2189. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 114/2012) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of ICICI Bank (EBOR), and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 11.09.2017. 

[No. L-12011/27/2002- IR(B-l)] 
B.S. BISHT. Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/114/2012 


General Secretary, 

Dainik Vetan Bhogi Bank Karmchari Sangathan, 

F-l, Tripti Vihar, Opp Engg. College, Ujjain (MP) ... Workman/Union 

Versus 

Regional Manager, 

ICICI Bank (EBOR), 

ICICI Regional Head, 

22, Y.N.Road, New Palasia, Indore .. .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 7 th day of July 2017 

1. As per letter dated 19-10-12 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification 
No. L-12011/27/2002-IR(B-I). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the demand of the Union, Dainik Vetan Bhogi Bank Karamchari Sangathan for payment of 
bonus for the period from April 1998 to February 2008 to Shri Ramachandra Prabhulal Pawar is legal and 
justified? To what relief, Shri Ramachandra Prabhulal Pawar is entitled?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. Workman submitted statement of claim 
through General Secretary, Daily Wage Bank employees Union. Case of 1st party is that he was engaged 
orally on post of permanent peon in April 1998. He was paid Rs.15 per day. Wages were increased to 
Rs.40, 55 per day. He had completed more than 240 days continuous service during each of the year. His 
services were terminated violating Section 25-F of ID Act in February 2008. He was not served with notice, 
retrenchment compensation was not paid to him. Workman claims to be eligible for bonus under Section 8 
of Payment of Bonus Act. On such ground, workman prays bonus for the period April 98 to February 2008. 

3. Management filed Written Statement opposing claim of workman. 2 nd party management submits that 
reference pertains to termination of services of 1st party workman R/83/0 is pending before this Tribunal. It 
is submitted that workman did not work as peon in the Bank. He was intermittently engaged for 1-2 hours 
as casual labour. He is not covered as workman. 1st party is not entitled for bonus. It is denied that 
workman was working from April 98 to February 2008. It is reiterated that 1st party workman is not 
employee of the Bank, he is not eligible for bonus. Reference is not tenable. So called General Secretary of 
Union Ram Nagwanshi is dismissed employee of State Bank of Indore is not competent to raise and 
prosecute the reference. Shri Ram Nagwanshi is carrying legal profession under name of Trade Union. 
Union is not functioning in the Bank. Branch Manager is not competent to appoint peon, messenger. 
Security Guard , Daftary. That recruitments in the Bank are made following selection process issuing 
public advertisement and calling names from Employment Exchange etc. It is reiterated that workman was 
engaged as per exigencies for cleaning, sweeping work for 30-40 minutes in a day in the Bank. That M/S 
Top Security Agency has sent workman for work of office boy. Workman was paid wages by said 
securities. Top security services disengaged workman on 1-3-08. Workman is not employee of the Bank. 
He is not eligible for bonus claimed by him. It is denied that workman was engaged as peon on daily 
wages. It is denied that workman was paid Rs.15 per day and wages were increased. Workman had not 
completed 240 days continuous service. 2 nd party prays for rejection of claim. 

4. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as 
under. My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:- 


(i) Whether the demand of the Union, Dainik 

Vetan Bhogi Bank Karamchari Sangathan 
for payment of bonus for the period from 
April 1998 to February 2008 to Shri 
Ramachandra Prabhulal Pawar is legal and 
justified? 

In Negative 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

As per final order. 
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REASONS 

5. The term of reference pertains to demand of bonus by 1st party workman. He has not adduced oral 
evidence. Union Representative R.Nagwanshi submitted in writing not to give oral evidence. The 
documents produced by 1st party admitted by management Exhibit W- is notice inviting applications for 
sub staff holding educational qualification not above 8 lh standard is between 18 to 30 years, part time 
employees working for 180 days full time employee working 80 days. Exhibit W-2 is interview call issued 
to the workman. He was called for interview on 15-4-99. Exhibit W-3 is panel list, name of workman is not 
appearing in panel list. Exhibit W-4 is letter issued by G.R.Singhvi calling information w.r.t. engagement 
of casual labours in the branch. Exhibit W-5 is information submitted by branch shows Ramchandra 
Sharma was engaged as casual labour during Sept.1999 till 12-3-04, wages paid Rs.40 +15 per day. Said 
document doesnot pertain to the workman. Exhibit W-6 shows Top Security issued certificate that 
workman was working as office boy in Bank of Rajasthan during June 2005 to February 2008. Exhibit W- 
7 to 9 is written note of argument submitted before RLC by management. Management had claimed that 
workman was engaged for 30-40 minutes for cleaning work. Exhibit W-ll is certificate issued by top 
security Ltd. 1st party workman was on pay roll of Rajasthan Bank during 2005 to 2008. Copy of affidavit 
of evidence of Ramdev Sinha in R/l/09 reference between Bhupendra Pawar and Bank is filed. Evidence in 
other case pertaining to Bhupendra Pawar is not relevant for deciding the claim under dispute. As 
management has admitted document Exhibit W-l shows that 1st party workman was on its pay roll during 
June 2005 to February 2008 without any break. As per Section 8 of Payment of Bonus Act, employee 
working more than 30 days is eligible for bonus. As per Section 10 of PB Act, 8.33% statutory bonus is 
payable to such employees. For above reasons, I record my finding in Point No.l in Affirmative. 

6. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management in not paying bonus to Shri Ramachandra Prabhulal Pawar for the 
period June 2005 to February 2008 is illegal. 

(2) 2 nd party is directed to settle bonus payable to Shri Ramachandra Prabhulal Pawar for the period June 
2005 to February 2008 at the rate of 8.33 %. 

Amount as per above order shall be paid to workman within 30 days from the date of notification of 
award. In case of default, amount shall carry 9% interest per annum from the date of award till its 
realization. 


R.B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

ftWfr, 11 RhcIHK 2017 

7JJT.3n. 2190-3fnjrf?R7 feuT 3Tf£[fim,1947 (1947 14) 7^ E[RT 17 Tjj if 

TTWTff ^#71 ill4) u l fcfj c£ W-TcDI TR7 s[ PlilMcb! 3lk cpfoRf super if 

PPbd altLllPcb ftcTTC if 7TUUN 3lMR |dp vdslcip Tjj (Tf^-t WTT 

82/2001) TUf yTUTRRT t, TifT Tfj+^El 7TUUN Tp 11.09.2017 cfjf UTUT pTT SJJ | 

[Tf. 12012 / 60 / 2001—3TTS; 3TN (fM)] 

eft. JjUT- 3TpTFT aiP[7UTfr 

New Delhi, the 11th September, 2017 

S.O. 2190. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 82/2001) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court Jabalpur 
as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Ujjain Ksheriya Gramin Bank, and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 11.09.2017. 

[No. L-12012/60/2001- IR(B-l)] 
B.S. BISHT. Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/82/2001 


Shri Ganeshlal S/o Ramchandra Verma, 
Jharan Colony, Pipali Naka, 
Opp.Tapastall, Ujjain (MP) 


...Workman 
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Versus 

Chairman, 

Ujjain Kshetriya Gramin Bank, 

Head Office, Dussehra Maidan, Ujjain (MP) .. .Management 


AWARD 

Passed on this 28 th day of July, 2017 

1. As per letter dated 26-4-2001 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No. 
L-12012/60/2001-IR(B-I). The dispute under reference relates to: 

"Whether the action of the management of Chairman Indore Ujjain Kshetriya Gramin Bank in terminating 
the services of Shri Ganeshlal S/o Ramchandra Verma w.e.f. 30-11-91 is justified? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled for?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of claim 
at Page 9/1 to 9/6. Case of workman is that he was permanent employee of the management of 2 nd party. 
His services have been illegally terminated in violation of provisions of ID Act. That he was working in 
Indore Ujjain Kshetriya Gramin Bank from 26-10-87 to 19-8-88. During relevant period, some amounts 
credited in cash section of the bank and kept with him. It is alleged that workman credited such amount 
deposited by customers after some days and not on the same day. That he was suspended on 13-8-88. 
Chargesheet was issued to him. Charges pertain to -Charge No.l withdrawal of Rs.1000 on 26-9-87 in 
name of Onkar Singh who had no account in the Bank, Charge No.2 is on 27-7-00, Shri Karan Singh given 
Rs.500 for depositing in his recurring account. It is alleged that said amount was deposited on 4-8-88. On 
4-8-88, workman received Rs.2150 from Ramesh Chand Vardichand for depositing in his account No.ll 
and the same was deposited on 10-8-88. On 5-3-88, workman received Rs,100 from Tejram S/o Ratanlal 
Darji credited to his account on 24-3-88. On 28-12-87, workman received amount Rs.100 from Nanhuram 
Baghera amount credited on 1-1-88. On 2-5-88, workman received amount Rs.2000 from Shri R.K.Meena 
and another Rs.2000 on 9-5-88, the same was credited in the account on 3-5-88 and 11-5-88 respectively. 
On 11-6-88, workman Radam Singh S/o Khemraj gave Rs.1500 and Rs.3000 for crediting in his account. 
Workman credited these amount on 14-6-88 and 15-6-88 respectively. Making false entry and tampering 
the dates, workman possessed key of branch office from 11.30 AM on 1-8-88 to 13-8-88. When Branch 
Manager returned back and demanded key, workman misbehaved with him and threw keys on table and left 
back. Workman not followed condition of remaining at headquarter as per the order of suspension dated 
13-8-88. 

3. 1st party further submits that charges against him pertain to crediting money to the accounts of customers. 
If he would have ulterior motive, he would not have deposited amount in the accounts. Workman claims to 
be innocent and submits that charges against him are false unless account number is not filled in the form, 
it is not possible to credit amount. Whenever complete form was given amount was credited, entry was 
made in the pass book, chargesheet is issued to him with malafide intention. That in majority of charges, 
amount involved is Rs.100 or 200. The workman alleges conspiracy against him in issuing chargesheet. 
That at the time of 1st charge. Branch Manager was on duty on 26-9-87. He performed his duty even in the 
matter of Onkar Singh. Workman is illegally implicated. That enquiry was not properly conducted. He had 
not committed violation of Rule 19 of the service conditions. Workman also submits that his services are 
terminated in violation of Section 25-F.G of ID Act, he was not paid retrenchment compensation. On such 
ground, workman prays for his reinstatement with backwages. 

4. 2 nd party filed Written Statement at page 8 to 14 opposing claim of workman. 2 nd party submits that 1st 
party workman was working as clerk cum cashier from 22-4-87 to 20-10-87. He was working at yokoba 
branch from 21-10-87. Workman was involved in several charges of misappropriation of customer’s 
money. Workman was involving with Bank cash book, customers ledger book etc. chargesheet was issued 
to workman on 20-10-89. Charges pertain to misappropriation of money of customers on 26-9-87. Rs.1000 
deposited by Onkar Singh, on 27-7-88 amount Rs.1500 deposited by karan Singh, on 4-8-88 amount 
Rs.2150 deposited by Ramesh Chand Vardichand, on 5-3-88, Rs.100 deposited by Tejram. On 28-12-87 
Rs.100 deposited by Nanuram. On 2-5-88, 9-5-88 amount of Rs.2000 was deposited by Shri R.K.Meena. 
Amount Rs.5000 by Moolchand received by workman on 7-6-88 and deposited in bank on 9-6-88. Etc. the 
amount of customers were retained by workman for some period and misused. Workman had made false 
entries of different dates. The entries in account books of the Bank were changed. He misbehaved with 
Branch Manager. During suspension period, he had left headquarter without permission. DE was conducted 
against workman. Enquiry Officer submitted his findings holding workman guilty of charges. Findings of 
Enquiry Officer are based on evidence and documents. Punishment of removal from service imposed 
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against workman is legal. Appeal preferred by workman was rejected. Workman was given opportunity for 
his defence. On such ground, 2 nd party prays for rejection of claim. 

5. As per order dated 31-3-14, enquiry conducted against workman is found not proper and legal/ vitiated. 
Management was granted permission to prove misconduct. 

6. Considering pleadings between parties and order on preliminary issue, the points which arise for my 
consideration and determination are as under. My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below:— 


(i) Whether the charges alleged against 
workman are proved by management of 
2 nd party? 

All charges are proved except charge No. 7 & 11. 

(ii) Whether the punishment of removal 
imposed against workman is proper and 
legal? 

In Affirmative 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is 

entitled to?” 

Workman is not entitled to any relief. 


REASONS 


7. Point No.l As per order dated 31-3-14, enquiry conducted against workman was found not proper and 
legal/ vitiated. Management was granted permission to prove misconduct. Corrected chargesheet is 
produced at Exhibit M-69. Charge No.2 to 8 pertains to late crediting the amount in account of customers 
of the Bank whereas Charge No. pertains to payment of Rs.1000 to Onkar Singh when there was no 
account in the bank in his name, charge No.9 pertains to taking false entries and fabricating entries etc. in 
account books of the bank. Charge No. 10 pertains to on demand of key, throwing the key on table and 
leave bank. Charge No. 11 pertains to workman not staying at headquarter as per the terms and conditions 
of suspension order. Judgment by Criminal Court produced by workman pertains to misappropriation of 
amount of Rs.5000 only. Workman was acquitted of the charges. After management was granted 
permission to prove misconduct, management has filed affidavit of evidence of witnesses Subbalal Dayma, 
Moolchand Heeralal Jain, Praveen Kumar Dhanna, Ramkishan Meena. Workman examined himself on 
oath. 

8. Learned counsel for workman Shri R.K.Soni in his written notes of argument emphasized that chargesheet 
only for 3 misconduct would be issued against workman. However in this regard, any rule or citation are 
not brought to my notice. 

9. Affidavit of evidence of Shri Subbalal Dayma pertains to transaction in Account No.72 by Karan Singh on 
27-7-88. Said Karan Singh was respectable person, was acquainted with him. On 4-8-88, he was not 
present in the branch. Said Dhan Singh had loan account when he had gone for verifying the repayment of 
loan amount, Karan disclosed him that he deposited Rs.1500 on 27-7-88, its entry were taken on 4-8-88. 
During enquiry from workman, he had told that he spend amount of Rs.1500 received from Karan Singh 
and would deposit the amount in account. His affidavit is further devoted w.r.t. amount Rs.2150 deposited 
by Ramesh Chand in Account No.l 1. on 8-8-88, Ramesh Chand had told him for withdrawal of Rs.5000. 
when this witness verified the account, only balance of Rs.5617.40 was found in his account. Deposit of 
Rs.2150 dated 4-8-88 was not shown to his account. His evidence is also devoted w.r.t. workman had 
assured to deposit Rs.2150 in account of Ramesh chand. That amount of Rs.2150 was not arranged by the 
workman That Smt.Nagibai had assured to deposit Rs.35000 in double benefit scheme . affidavit of witness 
of management is in detail w.r.t. Charge No.2,3,4,5,8 though amount were received by workman, the 
amount was credited after some days. Documents M-22 to 67 are proved from evidence of this witness. 
Management’s witness in his cross examination says Exhibit M-21 doesnot bear his signature. Said 
document was not directly given to him. Exhibit M-22 bears his signature, it is credit note. On credit note, 
signature of Manager and cashier are necessary. Witness in his further cross says he signed the documents 
after fully examining it . Amount of Exhibit M-22 was not deposited. He denies that after satisfying that 
amount Rs.500 shown in M-22 was deposited, he had signed on the documents. That he signed on M-22 
for sending amount to the other Bank. In M-23, attendance for whole month is shown. In M-23, there is 
correction in green ink- workman was shown absent from duty. M-24 is charge register. There is some 
overwriting in Exhibit M-32 dated 4-8-88 is credited to 0-8-88. Exhibit M-41 complaint received by him. 
Complainant had directly come to him. There is separate inward outward section in the bank. In Exhibit M- 
48 date 2-5-88 was corrected to 3-5-88. In Exhibit 49, date 9-5-88 was corrected to 11-5-88. Documents 
Exhibit M-48,49 bears his signature. These are deposit vouchers, the signature of cashier used to made at 
the time of preparing vouchers, witness admits that every day, cash received in the Bank used to be verified 
with payment vouchers, witness denies that in Exhibit M-64, the particulars of the incident are wrongly 
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written. Witness in his further cross examination denies that workman had given key to him and gone out 
of the Bank. Witness has re-affirmed that keys lying on ground were collected by him. Witness was unable 
to tell why it was not mentioned in punchnama. 

10. Evidence of management’s witness Moolchand Jain pertains to deposit of Rs.5000 on 8-6-88 workman has 
been acquitted w.r.t. offence under Section 409 IPC by criminal court. The legal position is rather settled 
that the judgment by criminal court deserves to be respected. In view of acquittal of workman for offence 
under Section 409 IPC evidence of Moolchand needs no detailed discussion Shri Moolchand in his cross 
says in Exhibit M-16, there is overwriting. That M-55/2 to 55/3 donot bear his signatures. 

11. Management’s witness Praveen Kumar Dhanna in his affidavit of evidence says on 26-9-87, he had signed 
on the documents except standard forms. From 27-9-87 to 30-9-87 he was on casual leave. Shri Onkarlal 
was not having saving account in his bank. Evidence of this witness is not much relevant w.r.t. charge No.2 
to 8. 

12. Ramkishan Meena in his evidence before court says he had account in Ujjain Kshetriya Gramin Bank. On 
2-5-88, he deposited Rs.2000 with workman Ganeshlal Verma cashier, its entry was taken in pass book 
Exhibit M-48. Exhibit M-47 is receipt of Rs.2000 given to him. It bears his signature. Receipt was given 
to him, entry of Rs.2000 deposited on 2-5-88 was taken on 9-5-88. In his cross examination, witness 
Ramkishan Meena says he was called in Enquiry Proceedings, his statement was recorded. Reply to Q.14 
in the enquiry was readover to him. On 2-5-88 & 9-5-88, he twice deposited Rs.2000. The re-appreciation 
of evidence is not permissible. The Tribunal cannot act as Appellate Court. 

13. Learned counsel for 1st party Shri Vijay Tripathi relies on ratio held in case between- 

Inspector Premchand versus Govt, of NCT of Delhi and others reported in 2007(4)SCC-566. Their 
Lordship dealing with meaning of misconduct and error of judgment of negligence simplicitor is not 
misconduct. 

The facts of present case are not comparable as from reading of Para 12 of the judgment, it is clear that it 
was a trap made by police and certain negligence were noticed that the tempted amount was not seized. 
Ratio held in the case cannot be applied to case at hand. 

Reliance is also placed in case between Roop Singh Negi versus Punjab National Bank and others reported 
in 2009(2)SCC-570. Their Lordship held mere production of document is not enough, contents of 
documentary evidence has to be brought by examining witness. 

Management’s witness Subbalal Dayma was examined in detail w.r.t. the documents Exhibit M-22 to 67. 
Considering detailed evidence given by witness, ratio held in the case cannot be applied to present case. 

Next reliance is placed in case between Union of India and others versus Gyan Chand Chattar reported in 
2009(12)SCC-78. Their Lordship dealing with standard of proof in DE held proof and suspicion are 
distinct. That in case of corruption only punishment is dismissal in service therefore charge of corruption 
himself always be dealt and keeping in mind that it has both civil and criminal consequences. Upon the 
employee concerned. He would be liable to be prosecuted and would also be liable to suffer the severest 
penalty awardable 

Principles laid down is very well followed in this case. Evidence of management’s witness discussed above 
is consistent that workman was working as cashier. Even in his statement of claim para-2, 1st party has 
pleaded that he was working as LDC/Assistant cashier. In his statement of claim, workman has not 
specifically denied the transactions pertaining to the charges against him. Rather the late crediting amount 
is undisputed therefore ratio held in abvoe case cannot be applied to present case. 

14. Learned counsel for 1st party Shri R.K.Soni in his argument submits that charge register was not produced. 
There was double control on money received in the Bank. Workman could have very well call charge 
register in respect of transactions connected with the charges. Workman did not make any effort for 
production of charge register. Only argument on the point cannot be a ground for discarding evidence of 
management’s witness. 

15. Learned counsel for management Shri A.K.Shashi relies on ratio held in case between- 

Bank of India versus D.Padmanabhadu and another reported in 1995-I-LLJ-233 their Lordship held 
temporary retention amounts to misappropriation. 

Evidence of management's witnesses is consistent that money received by workman was not punctually 
credited to their respective accounts. There was delay in crediting amount in the accounts. 
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In case between State Bank of Patiala versus S.K.Sharma reported in 1996(3)SCC-364. Their Lordship 
dealing with Rule 68 B III is procedural provision which is not substantial or mandatory character and 
substantial compliance having been made therewith, no prejudice caused to the respondent. In Para 32, 
their Lordship held justice means justice between both the parties. Interest of justice equally demand that 
the guilty should be punished and that technicalities and irregularities which donot occasion failure of 
justice are not allowed to defeat the ends of justice. 

ludgment in Writ Petition 3545 of 2006 by their Lordship of Bombay High Court is also relied. 
Considering the evidence of management's witnesses discussed above, detailed discussion of the judgment 
is not called for. 


In case of Divisional Controller, NEKRTC versus H.Amaresh reported in 2006(60SCC-187. Their 
Lordship dealing with quantum of misappropriated amount and punishment held misappropriation of small 
amount of SRTC Rs.360.95 in the case by conductor grave act of misconduct is resulted in financial loss 
where said charge was proved in domestic enquiry, punishment of dismissal from service awarded by 
Disciplinary Authority not call interference. 

In case between Kanhaiyalal Agrawal and others versus Factory Manager Gwalior Sugar Co.Ltd. reported 
in 2001-II-LLJ-1239, their Lordship dealing with loss of confidence and principle things to be proved for 
application of principle are workman holding post of trust, commission by him of acts resulting in 
forfeiture of that rust and continuance of workman in service proving to be embarrassment ad 
inconvenience to employer or detrimental to discipline or security of establishment held on facts inference 
appropriately drawn. 

Reliance is also placed in case between Corporation of Nagpur versus Ramchandra. I have gone through 
the ratio held in the case, detailed discussion is not necessary. 

In present case for one or the charge pertaining to amount of Rs.5000 workman has been acquitted for 
offence under Section 409 IPC. Rest of the charges have been proved. For reasons discussed above, I 
record my finding in Point No. 1 that except charge No. 7 & 11 rest of the charges are proved 

16. Point No.2- In view of my finding in Point No.l the proved charge against workman pertains to various 
monetary transactions workman received amount and deposited late. Evidence of management's witness 
Subbalal Dayma is further clear that workman explained that he spent amount himself and deposited 
amount when it is available with him. The proved misconduct is of misappropriation which is a serious 
misconduct. I donot find any reason to interfere with the punishment imposed on workman. Workman is 
not entitled to any relief. 

17. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management of Chairman Indore Ujjain Kshetriya Gramin Bank in terminating the 
services of Shri Ganeshlal S/o Ramchandra Verma w.e.f. 30-11-91 is legal and proper. 

(2) Workman is not entitled to any relief. 


R.B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

11 RhcIHK 2017 

aulsit. 2191 -sMte Pmrc srPiPniH, 1947 (1947 14) eft em 17 ^ 3 

TTWTfr 3TT^t3TT^ft3TI^ % cfc ysfETcTof $ Pwldcbl cfT^cJTRt BFpfer 

if Prf^s aMPi dp fcfciK if tiwn BfTefrPr ^ cj> (^f wit 

51/2010) cfTt yTEiPm Wfr t, vjfr ^ 11.09.2017 ^ 3 tt am 

[TT. ^-12011/19/2009-3^ 3TT? (fM)] 
eft. RtS, 3EJHFI 3Tprcf7TZ| 

New Delhi, the 11th September, 2017 

S.O. 2191. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 51/2010) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court Jabalpur 
as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of ICICI Bank and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 11.09.2017. 


[No. L-12011/19/2009-IR(B-l)] 
B.S. BISHT. Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/51/2010 


General Secretary, 

Prathadit Karmchari Kalyan Manch, 

F-l, Tripti Vihar, Opp Engg.College, Ujjain .. .Workman/Union 

Versus 

Branch Manager, 

ICICI Bank. 

M.G. Road, Indore (MP) .. .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 7 th day of July 2017 

1. As per letter dated 3-12-2010 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No. 
L-12011/19/2009-IR(B-I). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of Bank of Rajasthan Ltd., Indore in not paying wages equal to the 
regular employee to Shri Bhupendra Pawar from March 1996 to 15-1-2005 is legal and justified? To what 
relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of 
claim through General Secretary, Daily Wage Employees Union. Case of 1st party is workman Bhupendra 
Pawar was engaged by Branch Manager R.L.Mundra as sub staff/ peon on 1-3-96. He was working 8 hours 
in a day. He completed 240 days continuous service during each of the year. He was paid Rs.25/-, 
increased to Rs.30,40,50,60 per day. His services were terminated in violation of Section 25-F of ID Act 
without notice. Retrenchment compensation not paid to him. Dispute pertaining to termination of his 
service in R/l/09 is pending. Workman reiterates that he is eligible for revised wages as per 6 th to 8 th 
Bipartite settlement. That State Bank of India, Karur Vaishya Bank, Bank of Maharashtra paid arrears of 
difference of wages to temporary peon/ daily wage employees. It is alleged that 2 nd party violated bipartite 
settlement which is punishable under Section 29 of ID Act. Workman prays for difference of wages for the 
period 1-3-96 to 15-1-2005. 

3. 2 nd party filed exhaustive Written Statement opposing claim of 1st party workman. 2 nd party submits that in 

R/l/09, legality of termination of 1st party workman is challenged. Award was passed on 1-3-13 against 
workman. Present dispute is raised claiming payment of wages as per bipartite settlement is not tenable. 1st 
party is not covered as workman, he was not appointed following rules of recruitment of sub staff. 
Workman was not continuously working from March 96 to 15-1-2005. So called General Secretary Ram 
Nagwanshi was dismissed from service of State Bank of Indore on 1-12-01. He is not competent to raise 
and prosecute the dispute under reference. It is reiterated that Bank of Rajasthan is merged in ICICI Bank. 
Bank has rules and regulations for recruitment of clerk and sub staff. Workman was not appointed 
following any recruitment process. Post was not advertised. Workman was not sponsored by Employment 
Exchange. It is submitted that for cleaning sweeping work and cleaning of toilets as regular peons are not 
doing said work, daily wage employees used to be engaged for one or two hours. Bhupendra Pawar was 
engaged as casual employee for 2 hours in a day for cleaning sweeping work. He was paid wages. 
Workman is not regular employee, he is not eligible for bonus. On such ground, 2 nd party prays for 
rejection of claim. 


4. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as 
under. My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:— 


(i) Whether the action of the management of Bank of 

Rajasthan Ltd.. Indore in not paying wages equal 
to the regular employee to Shri Bhupendra Pawar 
from March 1996 to 15-1-2005 is legal and 
justified? 

In Affirmative 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

Workman is not entitled to any relief. 
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REASONS 

5. The term of reference pertains to claim for difference of wages equal to the wages paid to the regular 
employees. Though affidavit of evidence filed by workman, he remained absent for his cross examination. 
His evidence cannot be considered. Shri Ram Nagwanshi Union Representative submitted in writing not to 
give oral evidence. 

6. Management filed affidavit of evidence of Lalit Mohan Sharma supporting whole contentions in Written 
Statement filed by management. That workman was engaged for cleaning sweeping work for 1-2 hours as 
casual employee. He is not eligible for equal wages paid to regular employees. In his cross examination, 
management’s witness says he was not posted at MG Road branch during 1996 to 2005. He claims 
ignorance how much wages were paid to workman for working 1-2 hours in a day. The policy for payment 
of wages to sweepers, cleaners is not produced. 1st party was paid wages in name of regular employees by 
pay order. The documents regarding payment are not produced. Zerox copy of documents produced by 1st 
party are not proved by valid evidence. Admitted documents Exhibit W-l pertains to information called by 
Dy.General Manager regarding qualification and payments made to workman, whether any permission was 
obtained from Central Office before engaging him. In Exhibit W-2, information submitted by Branch, 
earlier engagement of workman is shown from 96 till 10-3-04, wages paid Rs.30 per day in 1996, 40 per 
day in 1997. Exhibit W-3,4 is reply filed by management opposing claim of workman. Exhibit W-5 is 
application by management submitted to RLC requesting time. Exhibit W-6 affidavit of Ramdev submitted 
before RL devoted with daily wage employees working for 30 days is eligible for bonus. The document is 
not relevant for deciding claim for wages claimed by workman equal to regular employees. Exhibit W-7 is 
reply submitted before RLC opposing claim for daily wages by the management. Exhibit W-8 is copy of 
affidavit of management’s witness Ramdev in R/l/09. Said copy of evidence doesnot support claim of 
workman for equal wages as paid to regular employees. 1st party has not produced any rules or settlements 
under which daily wage employee is entitled for wages on par with regular employees. Document P-4 
produced on record pertains to payment of wages to cleaning staff as per the area of branch. The pleadings 
and documents produced by workman is silent about area of the branch. From above discussion, applicant’s 
claim for wages equal to wages paid to regular employees is not established. 

7. Learned counsel for management Shri Shroti w.r.t. claim for equal wages relies on ratio held in case 
between- 

State of Punjab and others versus Surinder Singh and another reported in 2007(13)SCC-231. Their 
Lordship dealing with parity of employment and principle of equal pay for equal work held daily wager 
having not undergone process of regular selection cannot therefore compare himself with a regular 
employee. Such employee is not entitled to claim pay scale of regular incumbent. 

In case between State of Haryana and another versus Tilak Raj and others reported in 2003(6)SCC-123. 
Their lordship dealing with above point held applicability of principle requires complete and wholesale 
identity between a group of employees claiming identical pay scales and others who have already earned 
such pay scales. It is for the claimant to substantiate a clear cut basis of equivalence and a resultant hostile 
discrimination. Problem about equal pay cannot always be translated into a mathematical formula. 

Considering ratio in above cases, I record my finding in Point No.l in Affirmative. 

8 . In the result, award is passed as under:- 


(1) The action of the management of Bank of Rajasthan Ltd., Indore in not paying wages equal to the regular 
employee to Shri Bhupendra Pawar from March 1996 to 15-1-2005 is legal and proper. 

(2) Workman is not entitled to any relief. 

R.B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

fWft, 11 RldAK 2017 

rf>T.3TL 2192-3Mrf?R7 feuf 3Tf£[Rm,1947 (1947 TFT 14) ^ E[RT 17 ^ H 

TR7EN 'JeUf ^ RmWbt 3lfc cb^cbRl ^ if Rrffte 

afnrrf?TcE fcfcfTC if p-NcbR 3ft #[dp aif^fWtJT, ^ WU (wf WIT 69/2002) 7ET 

ycblRld TfWcfr f, Tiff tNcbh! cbt 11.09.2017 Tbt EIET |I3TT S-TT I 

[Tf. Yef—41012 /Ml/ 2001—3TT^ 3TR (fM)] 
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New Delhi, the 11th September, 2017 

S.O. 2192. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.69/2002) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of South Eastern Railway 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 11.09.2017. 

[No. L-41012/177/2001- IR(B -1)] 
B.S. BISHT, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/69/2002 


Shri B.S. Naidu, Branch Secretary, 

South Eastern Railway Mens Union, 

145, Keshwar Awas, Smritivan Turning Point, 

Rajkishore Nagar, Bilaspur ... Workman/Union 

Versus 

The Sr. DEN, 

South Eastern Railway, 

Bilaspur Division, Bilaspur, CG .. .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 4th day of August 2017 

1. As per letter dated 19-4-2002 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No. 
L-41012/177/2001-IR(B-I). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of S.E.Railway, Bilaspur in not providing services to Shri 
Deendayal, S/o Saligram with backwages is justified? If not, what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled?’ 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of 
claim at Page 3/2 to 3/6. Case of 1st party is that he was engaged as gangman on 26-2-89. He was posted 
under PWI, Shahdol. After his appointment, he was sincerely working to satisfaction of his superiors. He 
was never punished. That FIR was lodged against him at police station, Shahdol alleging fabrication of 
documents and fraud to department. On report by GRP, he was prosecuted for offence under Section 
417,419 IPC in criminal case No. 381/95. He was acquitted by JMFC Shahdol on 26-6-97. After his 
acquittal in criminal case, workman approached PWI Shahdol on 28-6-97 requesting to reinstate him in 
service. His application was accepted by clerk in PWI office Mr. W.A.Kris. however he was not allowed to 
join duty. Workman was continuously in correspondence with the authorities. However he was not allowed 
to join duty. Workman submits that after his acquittal in criminal cased, no enquiry was initiated against 
him by the department. Action of management not permitting him to join duty is illegal. His services were 
terminated illegally, no retrenchment compensation was paid to him, termination of his service is in 
violation of Section 25-F of ID Act, Article 14,16, 311 of the constitution. On such ground, workman prays 
for his reinstatement with backwages. 

3. 2 nd party filed Written Statement opposing claim of workman. 2 nd party management submits that workman 
was not engaged under PWI Shahdol on 26-2-89. That workman had confessed before JMFC Shahdol for 
purchasing appointment order for Rs.5000/-. Said amount was paid in two instalments to Shri Satnarayan 
master and Prasanna. That the workman appointed at Bilaspur where he worked for about a month with 
Surendra Pal. Workman had also stated before JMFC that he worked at Raipur as Gangman. Conciliation 
proceeding before ALC Shahdol workman claimed he was appointed at Raiput as Gangman on 26-2-89 and 
worked till 28-3-89. Thereafter he was transferred to PWI Shahdol. Documents produced by workman were 
subjected to verification from PWI, Raipur. It was found that no person by name of workman was 
transferred to Shahdol from PWI Raipur. GRP was advised to initiate the matter. GRP had taken necessary 
action against workman. In criminal case before JMFC Shahdol, documents submitted by workman were 
found not genuine, he procured order paying Rs.5000/-. The Assistant Engineer, Raipur was appraised 
before JMFC that no person by name of workman was transferred from Raipur. That after acquittal in 
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criminal case, workman produced judgment dated 28-6-97 in office of PWI. There is no question of 
allowing workman on duty as he is not bonafide Railway Servant. Order of acquittal bear no direction to 
engage him in service. There was no question of paying retrenchment compensation as workman was not 
bonafide worker of the department. On such ground, 2 nd party prays for rejection of claim. 

4. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as 
under. My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:— 


(i) Whether the action of the management of 

S.E.Railway, Bilaspur in not providing services to Shri 
Deendayal, S/o Saligram with backwages is justified? 

In Affirmative 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

Workman is not entitled to any relief. 


REASONS 


5. Point No. 1- The term of reference pertains to management of SE.Railway not providing service to 
workman with backwages. As per pleadings of 1st party after acquittal in criminal case, he was not allowed 
to join duty. Copy of judgment in criminal case is produced at Exhibit W-l. Workman was acquitted 
offence under Section 468, 419, 471 of IPC. Workman did not participate in reference proceeding. 

6. Evidence of workman was closed on 27-8-13. Management filed affidavit of evidence of Shri Prakash.A 
supporting contentions in Written Statement that workman was not engaged under PWI, Shahdol. 
Management’s witness also remained absent for cross examination. Workman has failed to adduce 
evidence. Thus case of 1st party workman is of no evidence. Therefore the claim of workman cannot be 
established. For above reasons, I record my finding in Point No. 1 in Affirmative. 

7. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management of S.E.Railway, Bilaspur in not providing services to Shri Deendayal, S/o 
Saligram with backwages is proper and legal. 

(2) Workman is not entitled to any relief. 

R.B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

f^ecfr, 11 RlcfN'l, 2017 

7ET.3IT. 2193.-3Mrf?R7 feK 3Tf^[RRR,1947 (1947 TbJ 14) ^ HRT 17 7j) H di-sflil 

TRTETft 'HKcilil Tfe % tj) JPE-TcEI tj) TEhs[ 3lfc cb^cbKl tj) #ei 3T^ftT if 

afnrrf?rcb if 7^^ trten bMRi dp aito^T, uEfergr t£ (wf wr 63/2002) ^ 

ycblRld Wfr t ; vsfr TRTbN 7?/ 11.09.2017 7?/ JTRT f3TT S-TT I 

[TT. T?c4-12012/417/20013TT/ 3TTT (fM)] 

fl. ^ 3TJBFJ- 3lR[7bT/r 

New Delhi, the 11th September, 2017 

S.O. 2193. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 63/2002) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court Jabalpur 
as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 11.09.2017. 

[No. L-12012/417/2001- IR(B -1)] 
B.S. BISHT. Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/63/2002 


Presiding Officer: SHRI R.B. PATLE 

Shri Amarsingh Patel, 

S/o Shri Ghanshyam Singh Patel, 

R/o Madanmahal station, 

Amanpur, Patel ka Bageecha, 

Opp. Prem Nagar, Jabalpur (MP) 


...Workman 




[ < 4PT 11-33^ 3(ii)] 
Versus 
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Branch Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

City Branch, Ghamandi Chowk, 

Jabalpur (MP) 

Asstt. Manager, Region-I, 

State Bank of India, 

Zonal Office, Vijaynagar, Jabalpur .. .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 3 rd day of July, 2017 

1. As per letter dated 4-4-2002 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification 
No. L-12012/417/2001-IR(B-I). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of Assistant General Manager, State Bank of India, Region-I, Regional Office, 
Jabalpur in terminating the services of Shri Amar Singh Patel, S/o Shri Ghanshyam Singh Patel 
Ex.Daftary w.e.f.9-3-98 after conducting departmental enquiry is legal and proper. If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of 
claim at Page 2/1 to 2/17. Case of workman is that he was removed from service from post of Daftary. 
Chargesheet was issued to him on 28-4-95. Order of his removal was issued on 9-3-98. Appeal preferred 
by workman challenging order of his removal was rejected by non-speaking order. 1st party has reiterated 
that the ground in appeal were not considered. That he entered in service of the Bank on 3-7-69. There was 
no complaint about his working during past 30 years. Chargesheet was issued to him on 20-4-95 is vague 
on some false complaints against him. That 5 charges alleged against him can not be construed as 
misconduct as per Sastry Award. Charges alleged against him pertain to his unauthorized absence during 
working hours and illegal marking his attendance in the register over remarks leave by Branch Manager. 
Other charge pertain to purchase of furniture from Hind Furniture Mart for his personal use etc. He 
submitted reply to the chargesheet denying all charges against him. The contents that he did not commit 
any act amounts to misconduct. He had cordial relations with his superior officers, he never misbehaved 
with them. He not used unparliamentary language as alleged in the chargesheet. The management held 
enquiry against him appointing Enquiry Officer and Presenting Officer. Statement of claim is quite 
extensive. Workman claims that his reply to the chargesheet was not considered. That enquiry was not 
properly conducted. He was not given documents. Proper opportunity for his defence was not allowed. The 
findings of Enquiry Officer are perverse. Enquiry Officer violated principles of natural justice. Without 
issuing showcause notice, punishment was imposed against him. Disciplinary Authority was pre¬ 
determined. There was no evidence in Enquiry Proceedings to prove charges alleged against him. That he 
not admitted any charges. 

3. 1st party further submits Enquiry Officer submitted his report holding that Charge No.l, 3 to 5 are proved 
against him on the basis of findings given by Enquiry Officer. Disciplinary Authority imposed punishment 
without considering his explanation. Punishment of removal imposed against him is arbitrary and illegal. 
Because of punishment imposed against him, his family members are left to starving . Above ground are 
repeated by workman that Enquiry Officer was biased and prejudiced against him. Non-consideration 
amounts to denial of justice and fair play. That charges alleged against him are not of serious nature. 
Punishment of removal imposed against him is illegal. 1st party workman has also narrated evidence w.r.t. 
specific charges and reiterates that the charges alleged against him are not proved. Enquiry Officer has 
committed error. Disciplinary Authority has confirmed findings of Enquiry Officer is illegal. Findings of 
Enquiry Officer are perverse. Punishment of removal against him is illegal. On such ground, workman 
prays for his reinstatement with backwages setting aside order of his dismissal. 

4. 2 nd party filed Written Statement at Page 6/1 to 6/8 opposing claim of workman. 2 nd party submits that 
appeal preferred by workman challenging order of his removal was dismissed on 10-12-98. Workman was 
allowed reasonable opportunity for his defence. Order of punishment is not non-speaking order. 1st party 
workman was not properly discharging his duties. Without prior permission, he was submitting leave 
application, he used to remain unauthorized absent on several occasion he was marking his presence in 
Attendance Register. Workman used to left branch premises for long period. He was absent on 5-10-93, 12- 
10-93,13-10-93, 14-10-93, 15-10-93. The Competent Authority had marked leave against his name in 
Attendance Register. On 16-10-93, workman came to the branch and removed comments of the authorities 
in Attendance Register. Workman was issued memos dated 6 th , 8 th October 1993, 12-2-94 and on various 
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other dates details given in Para-2 of the Written Statement. Workman had not replied to the memos. He 
was also involved in obtaining furnitures worth Rs.3170 from M/S Hind Furniture Mart. Under the pretext 
that furniture was required for Shahpura branch. Workman misbehaved with other officers of the branch. 
Chargesheet was issued to workman for various kinds of misconduct. Workman did not submit reply to the 
chargesheet. Shri R.K.Sanghi was appointed as Enquiry Officer, Shri L.P.Dubey as Presenting Officer. 
Workman was allowed Defence Assistant Vinod Pathak. Statements of 6 witnesses of management were 
recorded. All of them were cross-examined. Enquiry Officer submitted his report considering documentary 
oral evidence. Copy of report was sent to workman along with letter dated 11-10-97. Workman did not 
submit reply to the chargesheet. Enquiry Officer held workman guilty for charge No. 1,3 to 5. Management 
reiterates that workman was given opportunity for his defence. Management’s witnesses were cross 
examined as per report submitted by Enquiry Officer in Charge No. 1,3 to 5. That removal of workman is 
illegal and arbitrary. The evidence w.r.t. charges is also referred in Written Statement. It is reiterated that 
punishment of removal imposed against workman is proper and legal. It is reiterated that order of removal 
doesnot suffer from any illegality. Management prays that reference be answered in its favour. 

5. Vide order dated 5-5-14, enquiry conducted against workman is found legal. 

6. Considering pleadings on record and findings on enquiry, the points which arise for my consideration and 
determination are as under. My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:— 


(i) Whether the action of Assistant General Manager, 

State Bank of India, Region-I, Regional Office, 
Jabalpur in terminating the services of Shri Arnar 
Singh Patel, S/o Shri Ghanshyam Singh Patel 
Ex.Daftary w.e.f.9-3-98 is legal and proper? 

In Negative 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

As per final order. 


REASONS 

7. Point No.2- The term of reference pertains to legality of the termination of services of 1st party workman. 
Enquiry conducted against workman is found legal as per order dated 5-5-14. Question whether charges 
alleged against workman are proved requires to be decided from evidence in Enquiry Proceedings. Enquiry 
Officer submitted his report holding that Charge No.2 alleged against workman is not proved. Charge 
No. 1,3 to 5 are found proved by Enquiry Officer. Charge No. against workman pertains to his absence on 
5 th , 12, 13 th ,. 14 th , 15 th October 1993. Endorsement of leave was recorded in leave register. On 16-10-93, 
workman had made his initials on leave endorsement. Charge No.2 pertains to 7 memos of different dates 
were not replied by him. Enquiry Officer held that Charge No.2 is not proved. Charge No.3 pertains to 
workman unauthorisely remaining absent on 10-8-94, his explanation as called on 11-8-94. Workman did 
not submit his reply. Charge No.4 pertains to illegal purchase of furniture from Hind Furniture worth 
Rs.3170. Charge No.5 pertains to on 17-6-92, workman had misbehaved with his superiors and officers. 
He did not reply to memo. That workman had misbehaved with Shri S.P.Mishra. Exhibit M-3-1 is 
chargesheet issued to workman. Record of Enquiry Proceedings is produced at Exhibit ME-3(5). Workman 
in Enquiry Proceeding at Page 4 had admitted genuiness of documents produced by Presenting Officer. 
Documents were marked Exhibit PX-1 to PX-17. As such it is clear that genuineness of documents was not 
in dispute. Statement of management’s witness No.l R.K.sanghi representative of management was 
recorded w.r.t. documents PX-1 to 17. Statements of MW- Chari, PW-2 Ram Kumar Yadav were recorded. 
Bank's representative Sanghi was changed, in his place, S.P.Dubey was appointed. The statements of 
witness No.3 Ramesh Upadhyay, Witness No.4 S.P.Mishra were recorded in enquiry. Re-examination of 
witness No.l & 3 was also recorded. All witnesses were cross-examined. Precise statement of Witness 
No.l Chari is on the pint that on 16-2-95(Noon) workman was not present in the branch at 4.30 pm. Shri 
S.P.Mishra officiating accountant had made endorsement about absence of workman from duty. He 
further says on that day behavious of workman was exhibiting displeasure. Memo was issued to workman, 
no reply was given by him to it. Witness No.2 Ram Kumar Yadav in his statement says that on 17-6-92, 
10.14 AM, he asked CSE to work in cash section. On that the CSE said that he was working as Daftary, he 
would talk about the work with the officer. Ram Kumar did not recollect whether order in writing was 
given to CSE. Witness No.l in his cross examination says on 10-8-94, CSE appeared in branch and writing 
time of duty had gone out of branch. Memo was issued to CSE on 11-8-94. Witness No.2 in his re¬ 
examination says on 5-10-93, 12 th to 15 th October, workman remained absent. On 16 th October, he had 
made endorsement over endorsement of leave. Witness No.2 further says on 17-6-92, as there was shortage 
of messenger staff, he asked CSE to work in cash section. Witness No.3 Ramesh Upadhyay in his 
statement in enquiry says he submitted complaint against CSE on 16-2-95 to the Branch Manager. CSE had 
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used unparliamentary language. Said incident occurred between 10.45 to 11 AM. Witness says CSE was 
standing in vision in hall of the branch. He submitted said complaint of his will. 

8. Witness No.4 Mishra in his statement in Enquiry Proceedings says he was working as Accountant at 
relevant time. On 15-2-95, CSE had attended branch around 0.45 AM. In his statement in Enquiry 
Proceedings, he says that from Nayak Ram Kumar Yadav, he had come to know that CSE was absent in the 
branch. He called Ram Kumar Yadav and asked where was CSE as draft vouchers and issue books were 
required. He did not receives the documents. He made endorsement in attendance register abut absence of 
CSE. The evidence of witness No.5 Deshpande Branch Manager also corroborate that the workman was 
remaining absent from branch on many occasions. Memos were issued to him. Witness No.6 Mahendra 
Tiwari in his statement in Enquiry Proceedings claims ignorance about defence of his name in complaint 
PEX-17. Management’s witnesses were thoroughly cross examined. There are few inconsistencies with 
respect to the incharge of record, key of record room remaining with accountant. Ramesh Kumar 
Upadhyay had made endorsement in Attendance Register about absence of workman. However evidence of 
management’s witness No.5 Deshpande fully corroborates evidence of all other witnesses about workman 
leaving branch office during working hours and issuing memos. Evidence of witness No.4 S.P.Mishra and 
witness No.3 Ravendra Upadhyay is consistent about workman using unparliamentary language against 

Shri S.P.Mishra Accountant- ■*1 is PT Hfe |Tf eft |pt Hi'T•H ft 3THT Hfe sft eft 

SlRlA if Tdil HHf” Certainly use of such language is unparliamentary, workman 

had left office after writing time of joining, evidence of witness of the management about purchase of 
furniture, bill received from Hind Furniture Mart, amount was not paid by CSE. Furniture was purchased 
in name of bank is corroborated. Re-appreciation of evidence is not permissible as per ratio held in case 
between-State Bank of India and others versus Ramesh Dinkar Punde reported in 2006(7)SCC-212 relied 
by Shri Vijay Tripathi. 

Shri Vijay Tripathi also relies on ratio held in case between Syndicate Bank and others versus Venkatesh 
Gururao Kurati reported in 2006(3)SCC-150 pertains to violation of natural justice or account of non¬ 
supply of documents. 

Ratio held in above cited case cannot be applied at this stage as enquiry is already held proper and legal. In 
view of the facts discussed above, I record my finding in Point No.l that Charge No. 1,3 to 5 are proved 
against workman. 

9. Point No.2- In view of my finding in Point No.l that Charge No.l, 3 to 5 are proved, question remains for 
consideration whether punishment of removal/ dismissal against workman is proper and legal. Charges 
proved against workman pertains to absence of workman on 5 th , 12 th to 5 th October 1993. The statement of 
management’s witness in enquiry shows that CSE was not paid pay for above period. Charge No.2 is not 
proved. Charge No.3 pertains to absence for one day. Charge No.4 & 5 pertains to using unparliamentary 
language and purchasing furniture in name of the branch. Workman not paid amount of bill. Proved 
charges 1, 3 for absence of short period would not justify dismissal or removal of workman. Other proved 
charges of using unparliamentary language and purchasing furniture worth Rs.3170 and bill was issued. 
Workman had not paid bill. When bill was issued in name of workman. Hind Furniture should have 
claimed said amount from CSE. Non-payment of amount of bill would not justify punishment of removal to 
CSE. 

10. Learned counsel for 2 nd party relied on ratio held in case between- 

Divisional Controller, NEKRTC versus H.Amaresh reported in 2006(6)SCC-187. In above cited case, for 
misappropriation of amount of Rs.360.90 by conductor, punishment of dismissal was upheld. 

In case between State of Maharashtra and another versus Madhukar Narayan Kardikar reported in 
199K l)SCC-57. Their Lordship held re-appreciation of evidence as if it were in appeal against decision of 
departmental authorities. The facts of present case are not comparable. 

Workman had not used amount of the Bank for purchase of furniture. Hind Furniture Mart could have 
recovered amount from workman. Considering evidence it cannot be said that workman had 
misappropriated amount of Bank. Workman was in service since 1969. Punishment of removal imposed 
against workman appears harsh and disproportionate to the proved charge. Instead of punishment of 
removal, punishment of compulsory retirement of CSE will be appropriate. For above reasons, I record my 
finding in Point No.2 in Negative. 

In the result, award is passed as under:- 


11 . 
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(1) The action of Assistant General Manager, State Bank of India, Region-I, Regional Office, Jabalpur 
in terminating the services of Shri Amar Singh Patel, S/o Shri Ghanshyam Singh Patel Ex.Daftary 
w.e.f.9-3-98 is not proper and legal. 

(2) Punishment of dismissal/ removal of workman is modified to compulsory retirement. 

(3) 2 nd party management is directed to pay all retiral benefits to workman. 

R.B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

ftWfr, ii RicfN'i, 2017 

TjJT.an. 2 i 94 .- 3 fnrrf ? r 7 b fTRiR 3 jf£[Rm,i 947 (1947 tet 14) ^ em 17 t£ 3/3/^ h 

TR7EN mRbB t£ WTcRf t£ RwREbt 3lfc cb^cbN)' t£ E PlRbd 

afnrrfiTcb fcRTC if Tf^rj TRTEN sMR dp 3TtowTJT/J¥FT -MIBIdil, 31^B<NK t£ (wf TRSTT 

134/95) 7bt WcblRld TfrTcft t, Tlfr TRTfTR 7f/ 11.09.2017 7f/ |>3TT SJT I 

[TT. Jjef—41012/9/2005—3TT/ 3JR (fM)] 

7 ft. T^fT. 3 TJRFT 3 jR[ 7 ETf[ 

New Delhi, the 11th September, 2017 

S.O. 2194. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.134/95) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of West Central Railway 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 11.09.2017. 

[No. L-41012/9/2005-IR(B-1)] 
B.S. BISHT, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/134/95 


Shri Mahinder Kumar, 

S/o Shri Kirhori Lai, 

Rajender Nagar, Gali No. 16, Satna (MP) ... Workman 


Versus 

Divisional Railway Manager, 

West Central Railway, Jabalpur .. .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 11 th day of July, 2017 

1. As per letter dated 5-12-2005 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No. 
L-41012/9/2005-IR(B-I).The dispute under reference relates to: 

"Whether the action of the management of West Central Railway, Jabalpur in terminating the services of 
Shri Mahendra Kumar S/o Shri kishorilal w.e.f. 14-8-89 is justified or not? If not, what relief he is entitled 
to and from which date?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of 
claim at Page 3/ to 3/3. Case of workman is on 7-0-82, he was appointed as sweeper. He was continuously 
working till 14-8-82 under PWI Satna. Service card No. 54983 was issued to him. He was working 
continuously from 7-10-82 to 14-8-89. He was not served with notice, retrenchment compensation was not 
paid to him. At the time of terminating service, he was given assurance for engagement in future. In special 
recruitment undertaken on 12-3-96, workman submitted his application but he was not appointed. The 
employees working with him were regularized in 2001. Workman had submitted application but he was 
given oral assurances for absorption. Workman reiterates that he completed more than 240 days continuous 
service during each of the year. His services are terminated without notice. Retrenchment compensation 
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was not paid to him. Policy of last come first go was not followed. Management violated Section 25 H of 
ID Act. On such ground, workman prays for his reinstatement with backwages. 

3. Management filed Written Statement opposing claim of workman. Preliminary objection is raised that 
dispute is raised after 17 years is not tenable. Ratio held in the case between Nedungadi Bank Ltd is 
referred. It is further submitted that services of casual labours are covered under Chapter 20 of Railway 
Manual Para 2001(1) is reproduced. That casual labour who continues to do same work for which they are 
engaged for more than 120 days without break to be treated as temporary. It is submitted that workman not 
completed 240 or 120 days continuous service. Workman was not appointed as regular employee following 
recruitment policy of the Railway. Workman was initially deployed on 7-10-82. His date of birth is 22-12-63. 
As per letter dated 10-12-84 issued by Railway Board, casual labours are not engaged without sanction of 
General Manager. That the casual card produced by workman is fake and fabricated. Card No.54893 was 
not issued to him. That during 1-6-85 to 19-10-88, workman was deployed in broken period. Persons 
deployed as substitute, their engagement is casual, their services in one unit is not counted in other unit. 2 nd 
party reiterates that 2 nd party not completed 240 days service. His engagement for few days was as per 
requirement. Workman is not entitled to any relief. 

4. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as 
under. My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:— 


(i) Whether the action of the management of West 

Central Railway, Jabalpur in terminating the services 
of Shri Mahendra Kumar S/o Shri kishorilal w.e.f. 14- 
8-89 is justified or not? 

In Affirmative 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

Workman is not entitled to any relief. 


REASONS 

5. The term of reference pertains to legality of termination of services of workman. Though workman has 
pleaded that he was not appointed in recruitment drive of 1996 , 2001, the pleadings on above point are 
beyond the terms of reference. 

6. Workman filed affidavit of his evidence supporting his contentions that he was continuously working with 
2 nd party from 7-10-82 to 14-8-89. He completed more than 240 days service during each of the year. He 
was issued service card No.45983. His services were orally terminated. He was not appointed in special 
drive of 1996. From his evidence, documents Exhibit W-1,2 are admitted in evidence. In his cross 
examination, workman says he had last attended duty on 14-8-89. He was unable to tell date of issuing 
notice through Advocate how notice was sent through his Advocate. He was unable to tell name of officer 
engaged him in service. He not submitted application, any examination was not held. He was not 
interviewed. Appointment letter was not issued to him. He received wages for his working days. Initially 
he was paid Rs.17 per day. Whenever work was available, he was told. He had not deposited amount for 
service card. After termination of his service in 1989, he raised dispute in the year 2005. He did not 
remember how many days he worked in the year 1989. 

7. Management filed affidavit of evidence of Shri Durga Singh Patel supporting contentions in Written 
Statement filed by management reiterating that workman was not appointed as regular employee. Workman 
had not continuously worked for 120 days or 240 days in calendar year. That Service Card No. 54983 
produced by workman is fake. Evidence of management’s witness M-1,2/1 to 2/2, M-3 are admitted in 
evidence. Management’s witness in his cross says he is not personally acquainted with workman. He did 
not work under him. As per entries in live register, 1st party had worked intermittently as casual labour 
during 1982 to 1989. Workman was paid wages for his working days. Entries of payment were taken in pay 
register. The pay register is destroyed, same could not be produced. Entries of attendance used to be taken 
in casual card. The witness of management was unable to tell when pay register was destroyed. Any 
document about destruction of pay register is not produced. He had made enquiry as per direction of 
Personal Officer about casual card of workman. Said order is not produced on record. The report in that 
regard is also not produced. Page 46 of casual live register doesnot bear signature. Witness explained that 
same entries were recorded at page 38. Therefore no signature is appearing on it. Workman was not served 
notice of termination, retrenchment compensation was not paid to him. Witness of management was unable 
to tell how many days workman had worked in particular year. Documents casual card produced by 1st 
party workman had worked for 138 days during the period 19-9-87 till 9-0-88 and intermittent working till 
14-8-89. Entries in Exhibit W-l doesnot show workman was continuously working for 240 days preceding 
12 months of his termination. Exhibit W-2 is legal notice issued through Advocate. Exhibit M-l is 
produced by management regarding rules for destruction of documents. Exhibit W-2/1 to 2 entries in live 
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register shows working days of 1st party workman till 4-2-88. This entry also not support claim of workman 
that he was working 240 days preceding termination of his service on 14-8-89. Evidence on record is not 
sufficient to establish 240 days continuous service by 1st party workman. He is not entitled to protection of 
Section 25-F of ID Act. 

8. Learned counsel for 2 nd party Shri A.K.Shashi relies on ratio held in case between- 

Surendra Nagar District Panchayat versus Dahyabhai Amarsingh reported in 2005(8)SCC-750. Their 
Lordship held that claim of workman for protection under Section 25-F workman must establish their 
existing relationship of employer and employee. Workman under Section 2(s) of ID Act, establishment 
under which he is employed is an Industry. That he has proved one year continuous service. The burden of 
proving 240 days continuous service lies on workman. 

Shri A.K. Shashi also submits that dispute is raised after 7 years is not tenable. In support of it, reliance is 
placed in ratio held in case between- 

Chandrappagol AG versus Assistant Executive Engineer, Ghataprabha Right Bank Canal Construction 
reported in 2004-II-LLJ-460. Their Lordship dealing with the question of delay held dispute raised after 
lapse of about 7 years, dispute cease to exist. 

In case been Nedungadi Bank Ltd. versus K.P.Madhavankutty ad others reported in 2000-I-LLJ-561. Their 
Lordship considering delay of 7 years held no industrial dispute exist or apprehended. 

In case between Assistant Executive Engineer, Karnataka versus Shivalinga reported in 2002-I-LLJ-457. 
Their Lordship considering delay of 9 years in approaching Labour Officer held delay was held fatal to 
case. 

9. In this point, Shri K.B.Singh for workman relies on ratio held in case between 

Shahaji versus Executive Engineer, PWD reported in 2007(5)FLR675. Their Lordship dealing with delay 
of 16 years following ratio held in Ajaib Singh case held relief could be moulded considering the delay in 
raising dispute. 

However even if ratio in Shahaji case 2007(15)FLR-675 is applied, it cannot be overlooked that the 
workman has to establish 240 days continuous service 12 months preceding his termination. From 
evidence discussed above, workman has not established 240 days continuous service tendered by him 
preceding 12 months of his termination. Therefore I record my finding in Point No.l in Affirmative. 

10. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management of West Central Railway, Jabalpur in terminating the services of 
Shri Mahendra Kumar S/o Shri kishorilal w.e.f. 14-8-89 is proper and legal. 

(2) Workman is not entitled to any relief. 

R.B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

f^ecfr, 11 facTEsR, 2017 

cfJT.aTT. 2195-3Mrf?nb feK 3Tf^HR,1947 (1947 14) ^ EfRT 17 ^ 3EJTRTJT if 3^7? 

TTWTfr HHl ^ WTcTT ^ TR?s[ PlilKdcbl 3jfc TpfaTRt ^ 3T^ftT if Pl(/tsd aMfrcb 

fcfcfK if TR7EN aflsflfrcb 3jf£j7fr^DT, vd-sIcHH.N ^ (tM" TR5TT 243/93) Tbt TTTDTf^TTT 

Wft t, WT tRcbl'i Tbt 11.09.2017 Tbt |J3TT an I 

[Tf. ^-41012/128/92-3?^ 3?N (f?-l)] 

fr. arjBrn' 3jfer/r 


New Delhi, the 11th September, 2017 

S.O. 2195. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 243/93) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court Jabalpur 
as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Central Railway and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 11.09.2017. 

[No. L-41012/128/92- IR(B-1)] 
B.S. BISHT, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/243/93 


Presiding Officer: SHRI R.B. PATLE 

Shri Mohan, 

S/o Shri Ramcharan, 

Near shiv Mandir, 

12 Block, Rly. Colony, Harda (MP) .. .Workman 

Versus 

Chief Health Inspector, 

Central Railway, Itarsi 

PWI(S), 

Central Railway, Harda (MP) .. .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 16 th day of June 2017 

1. As per letter dated 7-12-93 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification 
No. L-41012/128/92-IR(DU). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway, Bhopal in 
terminating the services of Shri Mohan, S/o Shri Ramcharan, Safaiwala w.e.f. 1-10-87 is justified? If not, 
what relief the workman concerned is entitled to?” 

2. Award dated 9-8-14 is set aside by Hon’ble High Court in Writ Petition No. 1918/2015 and matter is 
remanded back allowing one more opportunity to adduce evidence by workman. 

3. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of 
claim at Page 4/1 to 4/6. Case of 1st party workman is that he was engaged as sweeper by Station Master 
from 2 nd June 1980. He was working at Charkheda Loco Foreman Itarsi till October 1987. He had worked 
with devotion. Certificate about his working was issued on 26-2-81 by Foreman Harda. As per letter dated 
12-3-81, workman was directed to work with AEN, Khandwa. Service card was not issued to him despite 
of repeated correspondence. That certificate about working for 232 days was issued by the authority that 
he was continuously working from 2-6-90 to 1-10-87 for 8 years. He completed 240 days continuous 
service. His services were discontinued without notice or conducting any enquiry in violation of the law. 
He raised dispute between ALC, Bhopal. Failure report was submitted to Government. The dispute is 
referred by Govt, workman submits that he is illegally terminated by Ilnd party. Workman prays for 
reinstatement with back wages. 

4. Ilnd party filed Written Statement at page 6/1 to 6/2. Ilnd party submits that workman be put to strictly 
prove his contentions. All material contentions of workman are denied. It is denied that workman was 
promoted in violation of provisions of I.D.Act. The dispute raised after delay is not tenable. Ilnd party 
prayed for rejection of claim. 

5. Workman filed rejoinder at page 7/1 to 7/3 reiterating his contentions in statement of claim. Workman 
submits that he had filed original application 49/90 before CAT, Jabalpur. Ilnd party had denied his 
contentions in statement of claim without reasons. Workman denies that dispute is raised after delay. 

6. After amendment in statement of claim, Ilnd party filed additional Written Statement contenting that 
workman himself left services. There was no question of paying retrenchment compensation. 


7. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as 
under. My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:— 


(i) Whether the action of the management of 
Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway, 
Bhopal in terminating the services of Shri Mohan, 
S/o Shri Ramcharan, Safaiwala w.e.f. 1-10-87 is 
justified? 

In Affirmative 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

Workman is not entitled to relief claimed by him. 
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REASONS 

8. Workman is challenging termination of his service for violation of provisions of I.D. Act. His services 
were terminated without notice, no retrenchment compensation was paid to him. Workman filed affidavit 
of his evidence supporting his contentions in statement of claim. Despite workman was allowed 
opportunity to adduce evidence, workman has failed to appear for his cross-examination. Evidence of 
workman therefore could not be considered. As workman has failed to adduce valid evidence in support of 
his claim, I record my finding in Point No.l in Affirmative. 

9. In the result, award is passed as under:- 


(1) The action of the management of Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway, Bhopal in 
terminating the services of Shri Mohan, S/o Shri Ramcharan, Safaiwala w.e.f. 1-10-87 is legal and 
proper. 

(2) Relief prayed by workman is rejected. 

R.B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

f^Wfr, 12 facTEsR, 2017 

7RT.3IT. 2196.-3l1t'|)fj'|cb frfcfK 1947 (1947 Wl 14) HRT 17 t£ 

7f^#T TR7EN ysffcTcTSr cj? PlilMcbl 34lY 73 Ht£ TpfeRf t£ H 

3fnrrfiT7b 3 34icirPi dp 34^7^/^ ^ttrirtr, tr[rt t£ (44^-f trsit 2/1994^ 7?/ 

TTTDTf^TTT TRRcfr f, W[ 4444H4 7?/ 08.09.2017 7?/ HT4T |>3TT SR | 

[44. Rer-22012/400/1993~3TT^. 3444. (#-Il)] 
Y444^ f^T?, SEJHTH 3lf£47RTfr 

New Delhi, the 12th September, 2017 

S.O. 2196. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 2/1994 of the Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court KOTA as shown in the 
Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Food Corporation of India, and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 08.09.2017 

[No. L-22012/400/1993 - IR(C-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

3PJRET 

^HTTEftYT. sjtgjtftfTE ^TT7nf£|cb4 u l (t£^r) 

34fel4ft- Sft vH J I HidH wtf, 3TRRTI.7/RT4. 

f^YT ycb4 u l sEHTTR: 34T. ^TT. /1994 (/Hhb TRTfcfR: 25/3/94 

Wl: R444T 44 N eb I N, HRTRRT, 7j4 3T4^?T 

sb.ReT-22012 /400 /RR7 / 93-3TI^3TN(#-Il) 

Rdicb 21 /3/1994 

f^?T/f7f7fK 31w1 j fd E-T44T 10(l)(Er) R7[ 73W4T 2 (tr) 
sfntrf^Tb f^TfJR 3lM/HH,1947 

HER 


NTt/er R44R tw R/f TJefTF? tw f^cTT# 44R H^55T, 
RfTS 4slCy4l f^TeTT 44 <4 HIETT^Y (YTYRSIFT) | 


...HTsff 
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55 

1. PPr irer, rt4)ti tim fPm.PP tPPt, trri i 

2. RReT RRIR RIcflR TIM fpm, TpR | 


...RRpmT fPPrRiT 

vPTf^RT 


Rp pp71> Tfff afp P PPfPfP : P I/PcRT rPr 

RRaffmT fpprRR cffr 3pr P PPfPfP : P PP.P. PKct 

PPPPr Rrr 27 . 1.2017 

RfPfPpR 

RRT TOR, Rf pReiR fPeeff 7p MITT IIP cf, 3TTpR IPdlR 21 /3/1994 7p Tpffp 
fpR fPpR fpRR 3ft#[7f> RciK 3TfPfPm, 1947 (fPP d^WR 'RfPPm" p TRpfpT fpR 
riPii) Tfff rit io(i)r) 5P wm 2(r) t£ 3mPd ^tt RTRftrrRM Tfff srtPPpRaf mffPr fpR 
RR f:- 

"TfR IRTpR-RTpR TIM fPm- Rpd RRp 3 ffp 7 Rp- cffpS pfffff MW, TRERTf ffP 
RReT RpTR, Tfffcff RR RpRTT p RTpR IRR tlR p ^cFRR tlR 7 p RRR RT 
P RTpR TjTRI PTFTT 7 R TRTpRRI TRfp RT TfpTfTR Tfff pRp RRTR TRfp Tfff cf,| 4 c|p 

PPt 54 RRRRRT t ? PP p^f, cfr 4>A<ip\< fpR 3 rPr tr rrrt f 3 tP fpR rPr 

P ? " 

2. fPpR/fpRR RTRfpTRRf P RR PP RT RpRg RfRR TfSTRlP Tfff TJRTT/PIIPtH TRp TRf 
fPfpR 3RRRT RRTTR RR| 

3. Rp ppTff Tfff 3pT P TfpR pdpR RTRfpRM t£ RRST RRR TRf <3fTR fpR wtft Rp 

Tfff pRR TRR 7ffffp cfffcP^ p y# 3TRp jppTRfT RR-1 cffps PpR RRRR RR?lR 

TIM fPm, P RpR, TRERI 4 'HKcD-M TIM fPm (w TRRpTfR) RpR pRTR, TTcflsp lP 4p P Tfp 
1986 P PlT P Pi4)Rid fpRT M cTSI RR4 tprJ M PrPft 3RI9ff fFT-2 TRIel HM7R, RKcTl-M 
TIM Pm, tRpt Tfl STT 5 ^ PTR^ tr4 M FTIRR? 5 ^ ^TM liqfer TfTT 7R-ft 7^4 P4d u l IR | 
1 / 8/91 ^ 3RTT2ff Pm 4 4Pcii4 im tR tpttrt Prt rttP P PfPt P ttm Pm 4 tr4 tmP 
titP 4^ mPnP4f 7p wP Prtt rrt m trP p up tP Pr i / 8/91 P i-mfr PiPrt trt Pr 
w, Pr^ pP m#ri 7p P tnPP tmP Raff p tPPr am PWroT 7p tjPF P ■§ttrm 
R p P TRTfe RT rnFFeTTef RFTT Tpfp Prr p 7p/p ddldl R, P STRsff Pm P THId J lI'd TRp 

Rp p TRI M IRpR TgRI RRTT 7p IRTp p^pR P P 7f Rp RpcT 3MT PpTRFT 7p fpR7J7 
11 /2/92 7p pRp P ?dT pR Ml 3RTT P RpR 7p Tj^ff f fP aiRsffRJT ppR7f7 7p TJ7R 
TRpTnp 315pcT PPR Tfrp ^ Raff 7p fp^p rhjP pR 7f am TfeMT pR elPf TTpcT pR P 
iRd PP trP 7R ai^dfer imr Prtt TRp| 

4. SfRaffmT 7p apr P RRT Tfpi 7R rtm Rgcr tm 7RR Prr mT t fp7 Raff 71 3lRaffRJT p 

m fPrff Pr rrt P 3ff.P.mm Pr t 3pr r aiPpRimP Raff PPr 7p iPrr P P 
3TTR 11 mP R TppcT PffRi p RTTT Raff Tfp Tfip pqPtT R pR P laTTjRT tr 3TTpR ^ 
fpR mT I 3TRaffmT 5 TR 3RHlP Rp fPrff P RIRpP aTTRpR TRp RRcff P WT P fPPt 
P dT 6 RT Pi 4 RTpI R 3TNfpT v3CiIp 7R p$ ffffpR affpTRI Rp Tfp Tfpf p | Rp p RT-ff < 401 4 
P pKRTdl Tfpf TRp, r rrr RTT TRp 3 ffpR fpRpFRRT Tjp p RTR ^Tlfeip RRR 

rnipTmi fpp trP 7r Tfp/ HR p mm Rpf pm | am P tiPr rP fpRRi PP P ttcrt 
fdTTd fPP TRp Tfff RapR Tfff Rp p | 
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5. RTaR 4 RET msff RRRS TOR tRTT R 3 RfT9ff H5T 7 f4 3TR 4 RTaft 4ldKH wfi, r4r7R MR 

^ RFTR7E yyrRTERR 4 RETR-yET yyp f44 r 4 f, f4y4 44 y?ff 4 
yfcrf4f4y u i gKi Fte— c^-R ysr 4 yryR— h 4 yr 14 rf 7j?t y41 1 yyRyar 4 3 tR 4 yeR4y RTaR 

4 yyp 4 Tpfr 1 

6. fcfRTR 4444 ya-TTENH 7f?r RFR 3Tf4y r 4 y4 y MdNef| 7ET BWdlyH f4RT W| 4 rR 
RFR ^RTRTf4ERE 4 RRa-T RF R3R RTTRTEEft 4 3TRTT t f4 R4f§|R 144 r/44r 4 RyTsffRR 
f^RTERTE RRT RTsff RRRy yRTR tRTT 4 WT yy RRRy TgyR yTRTT 7ET tjtRt 41 fcrf^T 4 T-RFftTERy 
7Ey4 R 4ld4l f44 4 yjsff TESTER t4 4rt 4 REER 7Ey4 r 4 cbi4c|l4 tj4 r 4 t, FR frtfsT 7ET te^ 
Reel'Is! 41 11 3RT: IpT 444444 4 RF ^TRTrf^RER^T 3RlsfrR[ RtRIRTTE RRT yTsff RFER yRTR 
tyyT t£ t«trt yy rfer terr reet tet rUrtH f44 4 w4tere rr 4 y yisff tester t4 4ttt 4 
4id41 f44 4 REEF ter4 t 4 fcrfaT RFRER, RyTsff 4 RTTcT te<r t 4 \afdddl 7RT 4-TdT TET RRl^yd 
7E4TT? w® yPyR-T 4 HRRfRr RR. REy -RTRTeTR RRT RTf^RT ^RTRTjRER "2003 FyR^FcT.41.(yTR.) 7J. 
41. RR 424- EFTrfR RRRyRy RRTy Re 444R" 4 RF yrfelMlRel f4RT wtft 4 rT 34 4 y4c|>HH 
7f?r ferfaR TET 4#R3 4 deel'lsj r4 f 14 4 RE ^RTRTeTR f441 TESTER 4 TEREIERiy y47R[RT 74 fcrf4 
y4 t 4RER yR f44R/44R 7f4 Reft 4 RRR, TRIR-RT RT RyTRRR 7Ey4 4 R3TR r 4 t RTf RT ft 
^TRTTeRT 7?4 ySTTERt 7f4 RT^tFcT TT 4^ 3Tf4cE[Rdl yTRT FlcTl tl 3RT: BH4ld R^y ^TRTTeRT RRT 

f44?T/44RT 4 te4ter y4 tre m4cirh y4 Rriar t#4t r 4! 4l4 ^ srRrf^Rfy y4 3ryRTT yR f4yi 
yyTl ^ yyy -yiy(44d 4 yfcimRd Rn^id t 4 apjrrR te^t f44?r/44RT 4 4yi ^4 ^tet 
tetrt rt yR7E rr4 t? 4 f4f4 tet 3f7Ey y4t t 4r ary -didMd t?4 rr f4Rr y4 y^l tet4 rt rr4rr 
rr4 tj 4 3rf4<yiRdi yarrERT rrt 44t fcrRr ^iRd Rb4 vjrr4 yy 4f y iri d5l 4t Rid^l 41 
3T34 h Rf4 f44^ 4 4 rt 4 yf4y, yaiyr rt ?rt4 tt?t f4f4 tet t?44 rter yfr t y 4 r 4 
ya-TTER 44r f4Rr Rf4yRTyr44FfRryrary ^RTRTeRT y4 rr rrt4i r4t f4Rr y4 ypryR 
3 ttrr yy f44R/44RT deiRd yR4 tet 3tR[ter ypy r 4! 4r rttrt 11 ^ -yiyR4d t4 4r4.ii 
4 yn4ld r^trr ^RTRTeTR rrt "yyyyTerf4? rrtr rrert4?t rrr r 3RR-y3TT4arR 2000 irt44 
537 " 4 f44y tet RdRid 14 rt rrt t rrt 3trt 4 r? Rire4 Rcemi rrt 14 ary ^RTRTeTR f44R 
4 yf4y f4§34 rte 4r 444 r 4rtR[ter rstrt t yri rr[ 7?4 yarrERt 4 RTyt 4 f44?r 4 y4 teirr 
4r4tr 3TTf4 tet rReer ypy y4f fIrt 1 yf4 RTyt rt f4Rr 3 t 44 4 y44 yRryfy rt 3tter terrt t 
4r yarrERt tet yrgRry rrter 4 yyar w® Rtrr yar ^rerr rtt4 44rr terrt 4rt, yR^ ary 

"RTRTeTR 7?4 4RT 44lRR yR4 7f4 3Tf4cElRd l r 4 t I 3TR: 144 r t 4 3TTRR yTR4 p BH^Id 

R^y "RTRTeTR RRT R7JR yTy4 4 ary ^RTRTeTR RRT RtRr 3Tl4f44R 7?4 4 rtR[ 7ER 4 3TRTR RR yTR4 
fT[ 3TyRR RR f^RT RRT I 

7 . 3TR RF ^RTRTfeRR FTdRcT f44R/44R 4 RyTsffRR (44vdcE RRT RTsff RRRE yRTR 4 rTT 4 
wr yy rt4f terr vyryT tet 4ih 4) ferfay 4 rtt4tere rr4 r yT4 te4ter ^ 4crr4 y4y 4r 

o 

ferfay 4 RRTFT Rr4 t 4 f414 yTRTET, 3TyT4 4 RRR TEcR tj 4 dRlddl RTf ^RRT RR f44yRR 7 e4rT ? 
RRT TJRT RR ^RTR[f47ER J T ya-TTERt RRT TJR[41 r 4 f4f4 RTRTEy yTERE RR ^IN^y R7 f4f4yRR TET 
rtert t 3 trrt 144^/44^3 4 44trr te^4 r 4 3rf4cEiRdi rtert t ? w® ffter 4 rtr4r 

RTTR-RTR R^y ^RTRTeTR RRT RtRr RRR ^RTR^RTTR "2003 F^e^.^el.4fl.(RRT.) 75 . 4 ^. W 424—-HFI^lN 
cE u F4cR TETTR 7Ryf44R" 4 4 r 4tFR 12 tet Reel'lsj f4RT RTTRT ^RTRRRR t f4RT4 RTR4 r R7R 
"RTRTeTR RRT 44r3 4 RfRTR RT 4rT RRTf^T ferfay 4 44rR 3TTf4 RTRR f4y 1444 RRTR t 4 Tpfr 


"Thus, in view of the above, I reach the inescapable conclusion that the Labour Court has no competence to 
correct/modify/amend /alter the terms of the reference or mention the date of termination etc., or proceed with 
the reference and accepting the date of termination as suggested by the workman and in case it does so, the 
award becomes nullity, being without jurisdiction, based on the bad reference." 

8. 3TR: RRyffR RRT. R7R ^RTRTeTR RRT RtRr RR4yR ^RTR^RTTR 4 yTERT 4 FRTRR RTReT 4 RF 
RTTRTf^TERR RaTTERt RRT R^TFft r 4 f4f4/RTR 3TTf4 t 4 44rf4?T f414/yTy RTRTEy RTERE 7?4 

y^nyjR yy RwiRd f44 rtt4 t 4 3rf4cbiRdi r4 rirt 11 fr fter BH4ld R^ydy yri yn^ld 
RRy "RTRTeTR RRT RET? f44f4R f44 r 4 ^RTRf444 4 yRmiRd RHc£ildT 4 3T5RR FRTRR yTER’T 
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F W® ^FTFTRFTFtJT Rt RR HSTFFFf FF R#FF FFdTF RtFFF RR FlR # 3TRlF>lRdl F# RR R 
sfH ■ r 'ilNlRl0'; u T # FTd if FF ^idlRd^l dR #4 3 tRR u R MlRd # FKdl H eft FF S#|Rf>K 
R 3TFTF FF FtFTF FtFT I spT ^TFtRfM R TsFFF F FT 3FF FfR 'FldPRd RfTT Rd # F# 

Rfft fft RtftR Rt ftff fRR Re-ifcr RR R d 1 f^f # ^ttftRftff fR RtRt 3tRRRRt ftfR ff 

3tRiFFF FTFT FT I 3TTT: ‘^gd RelTFTF RdR ^FcT -dldRRdl R ft 31# FFT FFM#d #R fR FT# 
vrTTcft 11 FTF#F F^F -dldldd # FTF#F FtxRTF -dldldd FTFT HTf# FFvT -dldRRdl F TlfcNlRd 
RHc^ldT R FF ^TTFtRftfF 3TTF7F R I 3TF: RRt fRf#cT R FFjR RRfH R FFFFT FFT ^FTFTRFTFF 
cf?r FTF F FFFT fr FF#T t Rl FFdFd RR?T/RRdT R 3TFT#Fd R did dp FTFT FT# FT#=F 
MR tFFT R FFTF FF FT#F F7FTF 7FTFT FF Rtfe Rt RrfR R FFTRftFF ftfR F FT# f#R ^ 

O 

FT# F7#TFF fR nRciiR FFTFT F>fR fR Fd4dl6) fR ddl R, FF RrfR FF R)$ 3TF7H d/l 6# R FF 
^TTFTRlFTFJT RR RR?T F fRR R#HF FR 3tRRRf fR# ftfR # FfR[FFRFT F# FSTFT t # fR 
FSTFFF FTSTF FFFFF R FFT FTFF RR?T/RRdT F R#FF FRTFR ^FTFTRFTFF F #T FTfR t Ft 
^FTFtRiFTFF ^FT FFlFF FTFT RR FF FFRF R f4R Ff^FTF FF4 ftR FR fRfT, Ffe^ 5WF FF 
fRdFTef FF FTFRT ^TTFtR[FRF R ?1FTR|FFF R 3TFTF FF FTFT RIFT 11 

fRrTFFFFFT FRF FRFFF, FF ddldd, F^ Re# FRT MIFiRF) 3tR?T RfR 21 /3/1994 

R ## ftRRf RRt/RRr Rftf f4 ftjfft fffRf fRdT rtft t fR frRR ftfrsff 

F^F -dldldd FRT FtRf FFF -dld^'Fld "2003 7 s 424-FFTRfF FFJFFFF 

FFTF feFfRfeR" R fRftRf Rh^if R 3T^FRR R FFFFF R4?T/R#Rr if fMf 3RF# 
RRrF7 FRT ft# FT#F FFFF tFFT R FSTPT FF FTFRF ^gFR RFF FF RldR RR R F-aiRtFRUT 

frR f fvmR) RR R ft# fRfff Rt RfR fftft frR Rt ffRftR # f# t, ?f RR ff ft# 
3TFRT F# FR R F FF '"dldlRlF>'i Ll l # F5TFFR FTFT FpRIdl F# RR F>T RtFFF fRR dl4 # 
3 tRffRft fR fR R fffff R4?t/RRft f 3tRRRf ftRf fRdT rtft ^ tR ^rtRfff R 

3TFTF FF FfFT I FSTFFF dR FT5TF FFFFF R FFF RR FTFF R4?T/R#F R RRfeTF/3tFFT 

ftftftf ^ttftRftff R ffst Rt fRR ft ^ttftRftff f^ttff^t R 3ttftf ff RR 3t^ftf 3tR 
FFFFF R RRFTFUT # FfRf# FTF fRfT I 

ftffTff YFlt, ^ttfRRt 

R Re#, 12 fRFTFF 2017 

FF.3TT. 2197.—##R dp RcfTF 3TRRFF, 1947 (1947 FF 14) # FTFT 17 R FTJFTFF F, 

RRR FFFFF RfRFeT, RfRFT T(F#, R^ef FFTeT F. 3, fRt #F FfR F#FFR R #F, 3TFRF R 
RR<f ##Rft Rftf f ##Rft 3tRftff/ff -dididd, f4ft R Rftf (RfR Rtftt 4 / 2004 ) 
# fffRtf ftf# t, # RRR fffff # 08 . 09.2017 # ftft ^3f §f i 

[R. T?er. 42012/120/2003-3TR. 3TTF. (RRF-II)] 
FT#F RR, 3FJFTF FfRFFR 


New Delhi, the 12th September, 2017 

S.O. 2197. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 4/2004 of the Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court KOTA as shown in the 
Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Principal, Atomic Energy, Central School No.3, Kota 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 08.09.2017 

[No. L-42012/120/2003 - IR(CM-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 
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gngTRrTOTTO (RRIe) toIci. (test.) 

tfldlRd STf^RDT^r— R TOTOERe TOlf, 3TTT.5E.R.5TT. 

RRh ycjoN u l EEtR:3RtoT.(RRR)-4/2004 
Rto'TO TTORH:17/5/04 


WT: TOTH TOR, TOT ETOcHT, Re# R 3 TERt 

TO. 5eT-42012/120/2003-3T#3TTT (RRe-II) EETTO 8/4/2004 

fRRT/RHTE TOTO j fd TOH 10(l)fcr) T?cf HETOTT 2(TO) 

3tRtTRto ReTE 3tRRhE,1947 

TOE 

RTTOR eTToT ETON EH #ETTTE, ETH TORE, 

ETT tRe, TTEHETET, eRt | 

...ET# eRto 


55 

RRTOei, 5^EE 5E#, TEHeT TETeT E. 3, TTEHEEH, tR^T I 

...toet# Reeeto 

eeRtot 

ET# eRto R 3TR R nRRR- eR EERtoT eR 

TOET# RrtEJEE E?l Rt R eRRR- # RRRe 

3tRRRt Rhi'cE: 14.12.2016 

toRiRRh 

TOTH ETEET, TOT EHTeTE, R Re# R ETTTTRTO 3 TTRt IRiTO 8/4/2004 R ## Rto RRt 

Rete, 3t #[ce Rete 3tRRee,i947 (R# he;etfh "toRRee" R tfRRh Rett toRet) e?T tott 

10(i)h) 5E WRT 2 (TO) R TOhRh sfE TOTTORTOTTO TOT toRRRt# TT#Rh RlET ETO #:- 

“Whether the action of the Principal, Atomic Energy Central School No. 3, Rawatbhata in terminating the 
services of Shri Girdhari Lai Parmar is legal and justified? If not, to what relief he is entitled?" 

2. RRt/ReTE, TOTTOREWTO E ETET eR ET E#TOg HETTHT ESTEETf Rt /|HHT/#RtT TO# TOT 
RREH TOEHH TOTTOTO ETO I 

3. ET# TORTO E?t TOR R E#E #H#E TOTTORetTTO R TTEST HEpT TOT TOEH RlET ETO t 1% H# 
ejRheT EEfT RReReH feT. 5^ ETEFJ TO# RETE ETTT eRh T3TTO eRR ETTT ETOfeTH E?>ef *T 
R. 1 /8/86 R RRTO #TE HT Re #R. R EE ET RfJEH RTOT ETO TO I ET# R # 87 R 95 HTO 
EEETO ETOjR, ReRReTOTO E 1/8/95 R 30/6/01 HTO /JddB RdE # ETE # HT TOR 
1/7/01 R RET R HHT Rto ETO I pH EEHT ET# ETTT R. 1/8/86 R 30/6/01 HTO ReHT 
E# EE RR E 5^ eRTO^T # R 240 Re R 3tRto E# EE RR R EEETH Ef Eff^lREE ^ 
3ETOETO ETETOET E?t EEETO 1%^ E^T f/l /7/01 Tf ^ET Tf ETOE EWET sRtoIRto 11 TOH % HTf 
fR. 1/7/01 TT ^ETT ^ TOeldEJfl EE 3 eR?T f^TTH EW^ f5 1/8/86 TT RtHHT ^ET A TOE^ ^5 
EEETO ^HTO, TOE^fT E EE/TOfcr eTITO TOR 3TET?ff R ReTOT TOR E?t ETsRt E?t TOR 11 
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EHRe dERETE WE ^TRTTeRT ETET EtRe WE WEcEETE "2003 FEd%Ed.R.(dd.) 3J.R. FE 
424—ctj'u^d-dx! sRFf wRRRR" R Rd dTWT 12 EE Eeeldl ReT ETHT WRT t f^RT^T 
EFRR WE ETETdE FNT RRd R RfEEE ET tTET dETfR RfR R dTERE 3TTR ETEE RfT ReR 
EETE E?t Tjrfr f : - 

“Thus, in view of the above, I reach the inescapable conclusion that the Labour Court has no competence to 
correct/modify/amend /alter the terms of the reference or mention the date of termination etc., or proceed with 
the reference and accepting the date of termination as suggested by the workman and in case it does so, the 
award becomes nullity, being without jurisdiction, based on the bad reference." 

8. 3TE: HERR dd. WE WETdE FTd EtRe WERE RETIRET R EEEE R FdTEE HPTef d EF 

tetetRetw esteeR ftet TpRj eR fcrf^r/EFT etR R ^Rfrf^rcT RtRt/ete hfer eew Rt 
J J ) U " C I' I J) U I ^ RREtRe RR dR E^ dRlEERdl dR dEET 11 W® 3W HERR WEEE FE dld/ld 
WE WETdE FRT WTE R^Rd RR ^R WERRRr E wfcNlRd Rl^ldT R 3EJdN FTEEE EEdE 
Tf F'TT WdlRddd R tR RSIcb>INl EE dTERE Mdlld RReE RR dR E?t 3rRl<PlRdl d6l 6~R R 
Fd WETRetW TFT if EF -dldlREdd dR R)4 eRRfR MlRd R <FNdI % cff sR|Re>K 
R 3THTE EE FfEd EJ^E fRtI spT -dldPRdl R dFFE E ET 3EE ElR -dldPRd RET Re R HR 
ReeT EET fRdR Rf WTE eRR RaifcT fR R ETE/[E R WETRTEdE Rf RRe 3tR[R[RRt eeR EE 
eReef epe R | 3te: E>d RdiEd ReR we wdfRidl R R 3 tR eet rrig^T l r fR e?T etR 

wR tl dldRd WE -dldldd FE BldRd WEEE -dldldd FTET HtRe WE -dldPRdl R 

tiRniRe Rngtdt R ef wetRetw 3ttetf f l 3 te: RR eReeR e RRh R weft Fd 

WETREdE E?t ETE E FEET cRFE FltET t Rf ?TfEET RRr/^#E 3 ^ ETsff rRhe tR SfETsff 

RmWb gKi cpld'til RRr R Rcr Raicp Rett ddi t?, RR RrRr ee 3Ret eR RR R ee 
etfttRcjee RR?i e RReet ee 3iR[RfR etRct eeR Rj siRcbiRdi eR fsett 13R eR 
ESEEE E5ET EWE R ?E ElEcT RR?T/ R#E3 E ERReT EEIEE WEiR[EEE E Rt EER t eft 

^ttetRieeut Ret ertRet etet fR ee eeee R RRr 3t^ee e/RetR ee eRet, ee^ fe we et 

(Rddld EF ETEdT FE WEtR[EEE R RftR|EEE R 3ETTE EE ETET EETT 11 

EfRETEEEFT EEF EWE, EE ddldd, E^ RdR FET ETEfRET 3 eRt RdlR 8/4/2004 R 

eRtt eRRf RRrt/RRe Rete tR arjdE eetRf Rett ettht t Rr eteRe fterete we 

^Tldldd FTET EtRf WE -dld^Nd'd "2003 FEdJ.Ed.Rft.(ETET.) 7J.R. W 424 -EFTRt EdFEW EETE 
E^eRtRR" E eRetRe %FTE R 3T^TTEE 3 FEEEE RRRT/R#dT % eRR EtR dRfE) RretR 

end eeete tR 3tetR RteRw ftet eRtR RRr tR Ret R w Rett eet t, RR RfRr ee etR 
3teet eR RR R e F^f wetRetw eR esteeR gKi 'gFrrR eR RRr R tReee RR ettR R 
3tR[eeRet eR RR R feeee RRet/RRet e dROfd etRe Rtet ettet ^ tR ^etReet R 

3TETE EE RET I E5TEEE eR ddE TREE? R EEE RRr ETEE RRe/RReT E RdRlE/3RET 
Ed TER WEtReert R EE5T ^ ERRf ET WETRERd ^WJE R 3TTETE EE RR 3TE/TN 3 eR 
EERd R RrETEE E?t etRetR er eRet I 

dEEfFE ETEf, 'ETERRt 

Esf Reeft, 13 RTEW, 2017 

EE.3TT. 2198.—3ltR[RE RETE 3TRREE, 1947 (1947 EE 14) E?t ERT 17 R 3FJTRd E, 

RRR ereee eeR fRRR Rdd^ld eeeR RiRef R eeeee R Retf RRdRt 3 tr eeR 
eReeR R Re, 3t^ee e RRr: sMRet Rete e RRR ereee sMRe 3tRere/ee 

RTIdldd, tEETETE R EETE (dE^T dET 11/2014) EfT WtRtE ERcft t, dT RRR TREET E h 22. 
08.2017 E7T ETET FdT ET I 


[d. EET—22012/172/2013-3fR. 3TTE. (REE-11)] 

eRe Rtf, 3te;ete 3tReeR 
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New Delhi, the 13th September, 2017 

S.O. 2198. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 11/2014) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of M/s. Singareni Colleries 
Company Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 22.08.2017 

[No. L-22012/172/2013 - IR(CM-II)] 

RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 


Present: Sri Muralidhar Pradhan , Presiding Officer 

Dated the 14 th day of June, 2017 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 11/2014 


Between: 

The Vice President, 

(Sri K. Devaiah), 

Godavari Loya Boggugani Karmika Sangh(IFTU), 

Qtr.No. D-166, RK-5 Colony, 

Coal Chemical Complex, Mancherial (M). 

Adilabad - 504 302 ... Petitioner Union 


AND 

The General Manager, 

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

Sreerampur Area, Sreerampur (P.O.)-504 303. 

Adilabad Distt. ...Respondent 


Appearances: 

For the Petitioner : Sri M.V.L. Narasaiah, Advocate 

For the Respondent : M/s. P.A.V.V.S. Sarma & Vijaya laxmi Panguluri, Advocates 


AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L-22012/172/2013-IR(CM-II) dated 17.12.2013 
referred the following dispute between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their 
workman under section 10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal. The reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the General Manager, M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Sreerampur Division, 
Adilabad Distt. in disallowing the service from 10.5.2009 to 16.9.2010 and not granting wages all other 
consequential benefits to Sri A. Chandra Babu, Overman is justified or not? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled for?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 11/2014 and notices were issued to the parties concerned. 

2. The case is posted for filing of claim statement by the Petitioner union. Inspite of availing several 
opportunities, the Petitioner union and the Respondent remained absent and there is no representation on behalf of the 
Petitioner union which clearly indicates that perhaps the dispute of the Petitioner union has already been settled. In the 
circumstances stated above, it is felt that the Petitioner union has no claim to raise. Thus, ‘No dispute' award is 
passed. 
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Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant and corrected by me on this the 14th day of 
lune, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the 

Petitioner Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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New Delhi, the 14th September, 2017 

S.O. 2199. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 22/2015) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of M/s. NLC Ltd. and Other and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 23.08.2017 

[No. L-22012/95/2014 - IR(CM-II)] 
RAIENDER SINGH, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT, 

CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 11 th July, 2017 


Present: K.P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 22/2015 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between the Management of NLC and Another and their workman] 


BETWEEN : 
Sri A. Sundar 


1 st Party/Petitioner 
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AND 

1. The Chief General Manager : 2 nd Party/1 st Respondent 

M/s. NLC Ltd. Mine-1 & 1A 

Neyveli-607803 

2. Sri S. Tamizhmani, NLC Contractor : 2 nd Party/2 nd Respondent 

489/2, Nayagi Street. Annai Theresa Avenue 

Periyakurichi Neyveli-2 

Appearance 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : M/s. Ajoy Khose, Advocates 

For the 2 nd Party/l st Respondent : M/s. N. Nithianandam, Advocates 

For the 2 nd Party/2 nd Respondent : Sri D. Muthukumar, Advocate 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & Employment, vide its Order No. L-22012/95/2014-IR (CM.II) 
dated 19.02.2015 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is: 

"Whether the action of the Management of M/s Neyveli Lignite Corporation Ltd., Mine-I, Neyveli in 
removing the name of Sri A. Sunder from the Seniority List maintained as per the Supreme Court decision and 
denial of becoming member of INDCOSERVE Society is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the 
concerned workman is entitled?” 

2. On receipt of notice both petitioner and the Respondent entered appearance through their counsel and fled 
Claim and Counter Statement respectively. The Second Respondent who was subsequently impleaded has also filed 
Counter Statement. The petitioner has filed rejoinder in answer to the Counter Statement filed by the First Respondent. 

3. The averments in the Claim Statement filed by the petitioner in brief are as below: 

The petitioner has joined as Contract Labour in Thermal Power Station-I of the First Respondent in the year 
2000. From 2003 onwards he was continuously employed in Mines-I. Since the contract labors were exploited by the 
individual contractors the First Respondent formed an Industrial Service Cooperative Society shortly called 
INDCOSERVE Society in the year 1990. The Society did not enroll all the contract labourers as its members. While 
even the juniors were enrolled as members of the Society many senior workmen including the petitioner were left out. 
In 1995 a settlement was entered into to abolish contract labour system in the entire production area and also to absorb 
the workmen employed through INDCOSERVE Society in production areas as regular workers, in a phased manner. 
Since contract labourers who were not members of the Society but were working in production areas were denied 
absorption a Writ Petition was filed seeking to regularize the contract labourers based on Seniority without reference to 
membership in INDCOSERVE Society. This WP was allowed and the Writ Appeals filed against the order in the 
said Writ Petition were dismissed also. After dismissal of the Writ Petition the First Respondent issued circular to 
collect the details of the service particulars of the contract labourers. The petitioner though studied upto 8 th Standard 
did not possess a copy of the Transfer Certificate issued to him. He was not having any document to show his date of 
birth. So he submitted the form for inclusion of his name in the Seniority List without filling up the column of date of 
birth, age, etc. However, the First Respondent mentioned his date of birth as 01.07.1955 in the seniority list prepared by 
it. In the meantime the First Respondent filed Special Leave Petition before the Hon’ble Supreme Court against order 
in the Writ Appeals referred to earlier. The Supreme Court gave a direction that the contract labourers can make their 
objections if there is any mistake made in the Seniority List of contract labourers, with regard to their service 
particulars. Based on this direction the First Respondent issued a circular on 30.05.2013 directing the contract labourers 
to submit their objections to the Seniority List, only after issue of this circular the petitioner came to know that his date 
of birth and age were wrongly recorded in the Seniority List as 01.07.1955. In the meantime the petitioner was able to 
trace out his Transfer Certificate which gives his date of birth as 08.01.1959. The petitioner made a representation on 
14.06.2013 alongwith the Transfer Certificate requesting to make necessary correction in the Seniority List regarding 
this date of birth and to give him absorption based on his seniority. However, the petitioner was made to retire from 
service on 30.06.2014 based on the entry made by the First Respondent regarding his date of birth. The dispute is raised 
accordingly. The First Respondent ought to have considered the objections of the petitioner and should have corrected 
his date of birth based on his Transfer Certificate on the basis of the direction given by the Supreme Court. An Award 
may be passed holding that the action of the First Respondent in terminating the petitioner from service w.e.f. 
01.07.2013 is illegal and also directing the First Respondent to reinstate the petitioner with continuity of service, 
backwages and all other attendant benefits and to restore his name in the Seniority List of contract labourers and to 
absorb him as regular worker, as per the seniority list. 

4. The First Respondent has filed Counter Statement contending as below: 
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The dispute is not maintainable in law or on facts. There was no employer-employee relationship between the 
petitioner and the First Respondent. The non-impleadment of the respective contractors who had employed the 
petitioner is fatal to the dispute. Alteration of date of birth sought for by the petitioner by representation dated 
14.06.2013, only 15 days prior to his admitted date of superannuation is legally impermissible. The dispute is 
not maintainable under Section-2K of the Industrial Disputes Act as there was no employer-employee relationship 
between the petitioner and the First Respondent. The First Respondent is a Public Sector Undertaking engaged in 
mining lignite and generation of power. It has a workforce of about 18000 of which 14000 are in the workmen 
category. The workmen are governed by the Certified Standing Orders of the First Respondent. All recruitment and 
appointment are in terms of the rules and regulations of the First Respondent. The First Respondent had been engaging 
private contractors for executing various types of works. The contractors shall submit a list of persons employed by 
them with the requisite details with a request to issue temporary gate passes to them till completion of the contract 
work. On verification of the details temporary passes are issued to the contract workers. It is the policy of the First 
Respondent that the respective contractors shall not engage contract workers who attained 58 years of age. The 
petitioner was engaged by S. Thamizhmani (the Second Respondent), one of the Contractors at the time when he 
attained the age of superannuation on 01.07.2013. The date of superannuation was determined based on the details 
furnished by the petitioner and maintained by the Contractor. As per the direction of the Hon'ble Supreme Court the 
First Respondent had collected details of the contract workmen. In the format submitted by him the petitioner had left 
the column for date of birth blank. He did not submit any documents in support of his date of birth, age and educational 
qualification. As per the details submitted by the petitioner he had completed the age of 58 in 2008. On collection of 
details of the contract workers in terms of the direction of the Supreme Court a provisional seniority list of contract 
workers was prepared by the First Respondent based on the details submitted by the respective contract workers. The 
list was displayed in the respective units. The petitioner had opportunity to make his objection at that time regarding 
any discrepancy in the date of birth, but he had failed to raise any objection. The Seniority Fist was published again in 
lanuary 2011 calling upon objections, but this time also the petitioner had not raised any objection. The Supreme Court 
had disposed the Civil Appeal pending before it on 16.04.2013 with certain directions. On the basis of the direction the 
updated final seniority list was made available in all the units of the First Respondent from 30.05.2013 and this was 
displayed in the respective units also on the same date calling for objections to be given within one month from 
01.06.2013. The updated Seniority Fist did not contain the name of the petitioner as he had attained 58 years in the 
month of lune 2013. The petitioner had sufficient opportunity to represent his grievances regarding the date of birth. He 
did not utilize them. The petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 

5. The Second Respondent has filed Counter Statement contending as below: 

The Second Respondent is only a Contractor. He has no right to interfere in the Management of the First 
Respondent. When the petitioner produced his bio-data to the Second Respondent during the year 2012-2013 these 
were submitted to the NLC Management for getting security clearance and gate pass. After scrutinizing the documents, 
on 21.06.2016, the First Respondent decided to relieve the petitioner and some other workers as they have completed 
the age of 58 years. This order was intimated to the petitioner by the Second Respondent. The grievance of the 
petitioner is only against the First Respondent. During 2014-2015 the petitioner had worked under the Contractor by 
name Kuppusamy Constructions. Now he is working under M/s G.R. Engineering. The claim is liable to be dismissed. 

6. The evidence in the case consists of oral evidence of WW1 and MW1 and MW2 and documents marked as 
Ext.Wl to Ext.W16 and Ext.Ml to Ext.M8. 

7. The points for consideration are : 


(i) Whether the First Respondent is justified in removing the name of the petitioner from the Seniority 
List prepared as per the direction of the Supreme Court? 

(ii) What, if any is the relief to which the petitioner is entitled? 


The Points 

8. The petitioner had been working as a contract labour with the First Respondent. He had worked through the 
Second Respondent and prior to that through other Respondents. The First Respondent had prepared a Seniority List in 
respect of those contract workers who were members of the INDCOSERVE Society. A Writ Petition was filed 
challenging the decision to prepare Seniority List including the members of the INDCOSERVE Society only. The order 
in the Writ Petition directed the First Respondent to prepare a Seniority List including contract workmen who had 
worked under other Contractors also. The petitioner also had furnished particulars as called for but without giving his 
date of birth. According to the petitioner he was not having any document regarding his date of birth and as such he 
was not in a position to furnish the same. It is alleged by the petitioner that his date of birth was shown as 
01.07.1955 by the First Respondent without any basis. The First Respondent had not been permitting contract labours 
who had attained the age of 58 years to work for it. In Civil Appeal 1629/11 a direction was given by the Supreme 
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Court to give opportunity to the contract workmen to raise the objection regarding the Seniority List. Even as admitted 
by the First Respondent the petitioner had given his objection by representation dated 14.06.2013. According to the 
petitioner he had received his Transfer Certificate which was missing by this time and had shown his correct his date of 
birth in the representation. However, this was not considered by the First Respondent and the petitioner had to retire 
from his job at the end of June 2013 on the basis of the date of birth that was already available with the First 
Respondent. According to the petitioner his objection should have been considered by the First Respondent and he 
should have been allowed to continue in the job and retained in the Seniority List and absorbed in the First Respondent 
as and when his turn arrived. 

9. The only question to be considered is whether the First Respondent should have considered the representation 
given by the petitioner on the basis of the direction given by the Supreme Court and acted accordingly. The petitioner 
has given evidence stating his grievances. His Proof Affidavit is a replica of the Claim Statement filed by him. The 
petitioner has produced Ext.W2 the order in Writ Petition No. 8/96 on the file of the Madras High Court which has 
given order in favour of the contract workers other than those who are members of the INDCOSERVE Society and 
Ext.W3 the order in Writ Appeals by which the contentions of the First Respondent were rejected. Ext.W9 is the order 
of the Apex Court. This order states that if the workmen have any grievance with the Seniority List they can submit 
their grievance to the Management who shall consider the same. 

10. The case of the Respondent is that all along opportunities have been given to the contract workers to raise 
objections regarding the Seniority List but opportunity was not availed by the petitioner. Ext.Ml is the communication 
to display the Seniority List of contract workmen in all the units. However, this does not call for any objection from the 
workmen. Ext.M2 is said to be the bio-data prepared by the First Respondent on the basis of information submitted by 
the petitioner. In this the date of birth of the petitioner is given as 01.07.1955. However, even as deposed by MW1 this 
date of birth was provided by the First Respondent and was not one furnished by the petitioner. By Ext.M3 the First 
Respondent had directed to display the Seniority List of private contract workmen, INDCOSERVE Workmen and 
HOWSICO Workmen based on the interim order of the Supreme Court. Ext.W4 is part of the Seniority List published 
by the First Respondent. The name of the petitioner appears as S.No. 939 in this. His date of birth is shown as 
06.03.1955 and his date of engagement as 01.04.1987. Ext.M4 is the publication of the Seniority List of contract 
workers calling for objections in terms of the direction of the Supreme Court. It is on the basis of this the petitioner has 
submitted his representation stating that his date of birth requires correction and he is entitled to continue in service on 
the basis of this. However, the First Respondent did not consider the objection at all. According to the First Respondent 
the name of the petitioner was removed from the Seniority List as he was to attain the age of 58 years by the end of 
June 2013 as per the details of date of birth available with it. 

11. The petitioner has produced the Transfer Certificate before this Tribunal and the same has been marked as 
Ext.W16. The First Respondent has not questioned the authenticity of this document which gives the date of birth of 
the petitioner as 08.01.1959. The only question that was put to the petitioner regarding this was that the District in 
which the school that had issued the Transfer Certificate to the petitioner is situated was not given in the Certificate. A 
perusal of Ext.W16 gives no room for doubt about the authenticity of the document. It is a very old Transfer 
Certificate, almost torn on all sides. The format for the Certificate is in a half sheet and contains the Number, T.C. 
Number, Admission Number, etc. So it is very much clear from this document that the real date of birth of the 
petitioner, the date of birth as given in the school records is 08.01.1959. If this has been accepted by the First 
Respondent as the date of birth the name of the petitioner would have remained in the Seniority List and he could have 
been absorbed in the service of the First Respondent as and when the time reached. 

12. It is not disputed by the First Respondent that in answer to the publication of the Seniority List calling for 
objection in terms of the direction of the Supreme Court the petitioner had given objection specifying 08.01.1959 as his 
correct date of birth. According to the First Respondent the objection was taken for consideration by the Management 
only after June 2013 and by then the petitioner had attained the age of 58 years. It is very much apparent that the 
petitioner was entitled to have his representation for correction of date of birth considered as directed by the Supreme 
Court. This was not done only because the Management had decided to consider the objections probably after the 
period of one month given for raising the objection had ended. So far as the First Respondent is concerned the matter 
of service of the petitioner might have been of least importance. But for the petitioner himself it was a matter of life 
and death. He had been working for the First Respondent for years and years, though under different Contractors. He 
was harping on becoming a regular worker of the First Respondent based on the Seniority List. There was no 
justification for the First Respondent in not considering the objection which was given in time. When direction was 
given by the Apex Court there was no justification at all in denying this on the ground that he did not avail the 
opportunities given to him to furnish his objections on earlier occasions. 

13. The counsel for the petitioner has referred to the decision of the Apex Court in Civil Appeal No. 377/81 in 
support of his argument that the action of the First Respondent was not in the proper spirit. It was a case where 
alteration in the accepted birth date has been made without giving opportunity of hearing to the concerned appellant. In 
the present case though the petitioner has submitted an objection the First Respondent unilaterally decided to terminate 
the petitioner from his job without considering the objection. The counsel for the petitioner has referred to the decision 
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of the Madras High Court in Writ Appeal No. 560/2013 also in this respect. Here the Madras High Court has quoted an 
earlier decision of the Apex Court which held that when substantial justice and technical considerations are pitted 
against each other the cause of substantial justice is to be preferred and the Court may in the larger interests of 
administration of justice may excuse or overlook a mere irregularity or a trivial breach of law for doing real and 
substantial justice to the parties and pass orders which will serve the interests of justice best. The contentions raised by 
the First Respondent that the name of the petitioner was already removed from the Seniority List as he was about to 
attain the age of 58 years as per the details already available is only a trivial one which is to be rejected. 

14. One argument that has been advanced on behalf of the First Respondent is that the dispute is not maintainable 
as there was no employee-employer relationship between the petitioner and the First Respondent. It was on the basis of 
the contention of the First Respondent the Second Respondent under whom the petitioner was working at the time has 
been impleaded. In any case preparation of Seniority List as directed by the Apex Court was the task of the First 
Respondent. On the basis of the very direction this Tribunal is entitled to adjudicate on the question of the correctness 
of the Seniority List. 

15. Now the question is what is the relief to be given to the petitioner. The issue revealed by the order of reference 
is the removal of the name of the petitioner from the Seniority List. In the Claim Statement he seeks to be reinstated 
with backwages and to be included in the Seniority List and to absorb him as a regular worker. He is asking for 
backwages also. However, it has come out during the evidence that even after the petitioner attained the age of 58 years 
he has been working for the First Respondent through some other Contractors. He has admitted this during his cross- 
examination. His claim for backwages need not be acceded to. 

16. If the correct date of birth was accepted the date of superannuation of the petitioner would be 07.01.2019. If 
the petitioner was retained in the Seniority List he might have been absorbed in service by this time. The petitioner is 
entitled to be in the Seniority List and has to be absorbed as per the order in the list. 

Accordingly, an Award is passed as below: 

• The correct date of birth of the petitioner is found to be 08.01.1959. 

• The First Respondent is directed to include the name of the petitioner in the Seniority List for 
contract workers. 

• The petitioner shall be absorbed in the service of the First Respondent as and when his turn as 
per the Seniority List comes. 

• If those below the petitioner in the Seniority List are already absorbed the petitioner shall be 
absorbed in the service of the First Respondent with effect from the date on which he would 
have been absorbed if his name was retained in the Seniority List and shall be paid salary and 
other emoluments as on the said date. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this day the 
11 th July, 2017) 

K.P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined : 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner 
For the 2 nd Party/1 st Management 
For the 2 nd Party/2 nd Management 


WW1, Sri A. Sundar 
MW1, Sri C. Thiagaraju 
MW2, Sri S. Thamizhmani 


Documents Marketl: 

On the Petitioner’s side 
Ext.No. Date 

Ext.Wl 18.05.1995 

Ext.W2 15.05.2002 

Ext.W3 06.02.2008 

Ext.W4 
Ext.W5 


Description 

12(3) Statement 

Order in W.P. No. 8/1996 

Order in W.A. No. 2045&2529/2002 

Seniority List issued by the 2 nd Party 

Entry pass Identity Card 
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Ext.W6 

Ext.W7 

Ext.W8 

Ext.W9 

Ext.WlO 

Ext.Wll 

Ext.W12 

Ext.W13 

Ext.W14 

Ext.W15 

Ext.W16 


16.04.2013 

14.06.2013 

7/2014 


05.11.2014 

12.11.2014 

19.02.2015 

13.06.1973 


Format for collection of details of contract workman 

Format for collection of details of I s1 Party 

EPF Receipt of 1 st Party 

Order in Civil Appeal No. 1629/2011 

Letter given to the 1 st Party 

Counter Statement filed by the 2 nd Party before the 
ALC 

Rejoinder filed by the 1 st Party 
Reply to rejoinder filed by the 2 nd Party 
Failure Report 
Order of Reference 
Transfer Certificate 


On the Management’s side 


Ext. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ext. Ml 

09.11.2010 

Publication of seniority list of private contract 
workmen and calling for objections circular 
issued by the 2 nd Party 

Ext. M2 

- 

1 st Party’s bio-data prepared by the 2 nd Party on 
the basis of information submitted by him 

Ext. M3 

03.01.2011 

Publication of seniority list of contract workmen 

Ext.M4 

30.05.2013 

Publication of seniority list of contract workers 
and calling for objections 

Ext.M5 

- 

Response sheet with bio-data of the petitioner 

Ext.M6 

- 

Details of the petitioner working under various 
Contractors 

Ext.M7 

29.04.2013 

Contract Agreement order of the 1 st Respondent 

Ext.M8 

21.06.2013 

Relieving Order of the I s ' Respondent 
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